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ABSTRACT
Has Chapter 766 Accomplished Its Goals?
The Views of Parents of Children with
Special Needs
(April 1978)
Paul Howell Hutchinson
B.A.
,
District of Columbia Teachers College
' M.A., California State University at San Jose
Ed.D.
,
University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Ena V. Nuttall
The purpose of this study was to assess the effec-
tiveness of Chapter 766, Massachusetts comprehensive special
education legislation, from a parental perspective. This
study hypothesized that parents would: (1) be more involved
in their child's special education, (2) be knowledgeable re-
garding the law's operation and processes, (3) understand
their rights established by the law, and (4) be satisfied
with the special education services provided for their
child since the law's implementation.
The interview method was used to gather data from
110 parents in six communities across Massachusetts. All of
these parents, secured through a statewide advocacy group,
had children who had undergone the CORE Evaluation Process
of 766. The interviewers were parent volunteers who were
trained to participate in this study. The interviewees were
vi
other parent participants in advocacy groups or their friends.
A descriptive statistical analysis was conducted on
the data obtained. Forty-five percent of the sample belonged
to organizations for the handicapped. They were also very
well educated: 89% finished high school or better, 42% com-
pleted a four year college or better. The following handi-
capping conditions were present in the sample's children:
learning disability, 33%; mental retardation, 17%; blind/
deaf, 15%; brain damaged, 15%; emotional disturbance, 13%;
and speech/ language
,
7%.
The first hypothesis predicted increased parental in-
volvement in their child's education. Results indicated that
parents were primarily involved in the CORE Evaluation meet-
ing with lesser degrees of participation prior to and after
this session. One-third of the parents reported that their
communication with schools was the same and one-third found
it to be better. Over 70% of the sample indicated that
school personnel made them feel like an important part of
their child's education and listened to their concerns. Yet,
31% felt that schools made them feel inferior while 23% in-
dicated that schools left them out.
The second hypothesis predicted that parents would
have understanding of the law and its processes. The re-
sults indicated that they understood why their child was re-
ferred but were not clear on other components of 766. Over
vii
proc-
one third lacked information on such areas as their due
ess rights. Parents indicated that schools provided much of
the information required.
The third hypothesis investigated parental satisfac-
tion with special education services post-766. Over 50% of
the parents reported satisfaction pre- and post-766. The one-
third dissatisfied pre-766 decreased by one-half post-766.
Over 'two-thirds reported a higher quality and quantity of ser-
vice since the law.
Parents also provided information not formally hypo-
thesized such as data on labeling, a procedure prohibited by
766. Over one-third of the parents indicated that their
child was labeled the same as before while 16% reported more
and 21% less labeling.
The role of the advocate was investigated. While
most parents knew what an advocate was, over one-half failed
to use their services. The one-third that did found them to
be at least slightly helpful. Advocates usually provided in-
formation on alternatives to the school's decision such as
the parental right to reject the educational plan, to have an
independent evaluation or to appeal. About one-quarter of
the parents who used advocacy services located them at a
state supported agency.
The results indicate that, on the whole, parents
have been satisfied with the implementation of Chapter 766.
viii
Parents were happier within themselves about the psycho-
social development of their children. They felt they were
getting more and better services. In most cases, they felt
good about their participatory role in their child's educa-
tion
.
The results were especially significant because of
the nature of the sample: active, white, well educated par-
ents.' Yet, one-third of these parents were dissatisfied
with the services they were receiving. Thus, it is probable
that less educated, less active, minority, or bilingual
parents would report greater dissatisfaction with Chapter
766
.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The purpose ol this study is to assess the effec-
tiveness of the Massachusetts legislation for the handi-
capped, Chapter 766, from a parental perspective. Basically,
Chapter 766 is a comprehensive special education law intended
to have a three-fold impact. First, it guarantees each child
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts a free, public and ap-
propriate education regardless of the child's special need.
Second, it requires that the child's local school system or
local education agency (LEA) provide the educational services
as well as any additional services the child may require to
develop to his or her fullest potential. Third, it requires
the involvement of the child's parents in the educational
planning and placement processes. These processes will be
discussed in greater detail in Chapter II.
The evaluation of parent participation should be
easily determined because of the clarity with which the
framers of this legislation spelled out the parental role.
In fact, the legislature acknowledged the insufficient levels
of parent input prior to Chapter 766. The introduction to
the law states, "Recognizing, finally, that present inade-
quacies and inequities in the provision of special education
1
2services to children with special needs have resulted largely
from a lack of significant parent and lay involvement in
overseeing, evaluating, and operating special education pro-
grams, this act is designed to build such involvement.
.
The legislature went beyond mere recognition when it
prescribed specific procedures to guarantee parent and lay
involvement. School systems in Massachusetts operate under
the mandate of Chapter 766 when they evaluate, plan for and
place children with special needs. This study investigates
whether or not parents have been involved in the evaluation
and placement of their children since the passage and imple-
mentation of 766.
Chapter 766, like most major legislation, is a very
complex document. Many legislators, attorneys, school ad-
ministrators and advocacy groups continue to argue their in-
dividual interpretations of the law three years after its
introduction. This is an indication that many lay people,
especially parents, may not yet have the fullest understand-
ing of the law and its regulations. This study investigates
parental understanding of the law.
Parents need a thorough understanding of the law and
its impact on the schools to act as the primary advocate for
their children. Parental involvement facilitates parental
understanding. In fact, the state has recognized this by
mandating that each program funded by or with state monies
is required to have parents involved. This is being accom-
3pushed under 766 by the state and regional advisory commit-
tees. These bodies have been established to guarantee paren-
tal representation and protection of the interest of the pas-
sive parent. The state has also provided other mechanisms
for monitoring local education agencies and school systems.
The State Department of Education has the "watchdog"
responsibility of monitoring school system compliance with
Chapter 766. Briefly, the audit process is a comprehensive
evaluation procedure which determines if a school system is
following the letter of the law. Many school systems have
already been evaluated and received feedback through this
mechanism. Most schools take the audit quite seriously.
They realize the impact of Chapter 766 and its guidelines on
their local communities. The power of Chapter 766 is made
even clearer since being judged in non-compliance can result
in a court suit by the State Department of Education.
One component of the audit process involves inter-
viewing parents of children with special needs. The nature
of the interview coupled with the audit schedule make the
level of parental input minimal. These parents are ques-
tioned about their involvement in Chapter 766.
This study has attempted to engage in an in-depth
evaluation of the parental perspective of the effectiveness
of the law. School systems are evaluated through the audit.
During the audit, school administrators, teachers, aides and
even students are subjected to extensive interviews. Yet,
4the appropriateness of the same type of procedure for par-
ents, other than the cursory one page audit interview, has
not been recognized.
This study goes beyond this audit assessment to de-
termine the parental levels of involvement and communication
with school personnel. Parents are asked to provide data on
the helpfulness of the people assessing or working with their
exceptional children. The interview process used in this
study tells the parent that what they have to say is of
value
.
Schools have traditionally complied with the legal
directives placed upon them. Mostly out of fear of reprisal,
they have followed the procedural steps outlined in the law.
But this law has underlying philosophical principles and
goals which are difficult to assess. The question still re-
mains: Are they simply complying with the letter of the law
or are they attempting to comply with the spirit of this
landmark legislation? With that in mind, parents are asked
to comment on their satisfaction with special education ser-
vices under Chapter 766.
Considering the previous discussion, this study iden-
tifies and compares the parental perspectives on the delivery
of special education services prior to and since the passage
of 766. Parents were queried about their attitudes and the
attitudes of others involved with their children. Informa-
tion on the pre and post effects of Chapter 766 was gathered
5in the following areas: ( 1 ) parent's understanding of Chap-
ter 766; (2) parent's understanding of their rights and their
children's rights guaranteed under the law; (3) the positive
and/or negative effects the law has had on parents and their
children, (4) the kinds of support services they had in ac-
quinng educational programs for their children; (5) the ef-
fectiveness of the law's primary vehicle, the CORE Evalua-
tion, in delivering services; (6) the quality and quantity
of services provided; and (7) the parent's relationship and
satisfaction with the law and its designated service pro-
viders
.
Significance of the Study
This study will provide information regarding the
effectiveness of the implementation of Chapter 766. The re-
sults of this study will provide data to various individuals
and groups involved with Chapter 766 and exceptional chil-
dren. Among the possible groups or individuals who will
find this study useful are the following: parents and parents
groups, the state legislature, the State Department of Educa-
tion and its support agencies, the advocacy groups and the
federal government, specifically Health Education and Welfare
(HEW) and its support agencies, especially the Bureau for the
Education of the Handicapped (BEH).
The information obtained will assist parents in tak-
ing the fullest possible advantage of the law. It provides
6data on their understanding of the law
utilize it in favor of meeting their ch
needs. Parents' perceptions will help
and their ability
ildren's special
those responsible
to
for
service delivery by providing feedback on the manner in which
services have been influenced by Chapter 766.
The legislature will benefit by gaining a better un-
derstanding of the effect of their mandates for implementa-
tion. Parents will communicate their concerns with the sys-
tems set up to deliver services. The legislature will get
direct input from parents which may be applied to current and
future development of legislation affecting parental and
child educational concerns.
The State Department of Education will benefit by
receiving information on their effectiveness for communicat-
ing the intent of the law. This will be especially relevant
because they have the ultimate responsibility for establish-
ing realistic guidelines for the mandates of the legislation.
They will gain a better understanding of those procedures
which have been effective and those that have not. These re-
sults will provide them with representative "grassroots" data
which will assist them in making regulations more sensitive
to the local communities they serve. This is currently sig-
nificant because of the newly evolved consumer role that
Chapter 766 requires parents play in local educational deci-
sions
.
This data will assist the State Department of Educa-
7tion in developing guidelines for school personnel that more
closely conform with the needs and concerns of the parents in
their local communities. Procedures for identifying, provid-
ing, financing, and evaluating services are as varied as the
makeup of each LEA. Parental feedback can assist in the de-
velopment of realistically uniform procedures for the acquisi
tion and provision of services to children with special needs
This is especially true since the local school personnel or
LEA has the ultimate responsibility for interpreting and im-
plementing the broad guidelines outlined by the legislature
and clarified by the State Department of Education.
Parent input will help local schools reassess their
priorities when they consider their communication processes.
Those schools and school personnel that alienate parents
obviously do not engage in such practices intentionally.
Feedback from parents can help them recognize some of those
areas in which they can improve their interactive patterns
with parents. Knowledgeable parent satisfaction and partici-
pation is as rewarding to the school personnel as it is to
the parent and the child with special needs.
The advocacy movement has become an integral part of
Chapter 766. Parents need assistance in understanding what
is available to them. This study provides some indication
of the availability and effectiveness of advocacy personnel.
Parental feedback can assist in the development of advocacy
roles or determine if they are really needed.
8Finally, these results could have significance for
those federal government agencies Involved with special
education. This data may be especially useful to the Bureau
tor the Education of the Handicapped (BEH), In light of its
responsibility for the implementation of P.L. 94-142. There
is a brief discussion of 94-142 in Chapter U. The relevance
of this study is further advanced by the role of Chapter 766
as a model for 94-142. The input of parents involved in the
implementation and operation of Chapter 766 can help federal
agencies solve some of the difficulties that this new law
will encounter in its initial stages.
In conclusion, the results of this study have sig-
nificant implications for and on the quality of special
education services provided in the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts and possibly throughout the nation. Invariably,
the consumer is rarely consulted when governmental agencies
implement new and complex systems for providing services.
This study queries the major consumer and advocate for chil-
dren with special needs, the parent. Their input, feedback,
and ideas should be heard. Mistakes should not be made
twice; exemplary programs and concepts should be adapted to
new situations. This study gives educational providers the
unique opportunity to benefit and learn from the valuable
perceptions of parents.
This study focuses on the parental understanding of
and involvement with the processes of Chapter 766. With that
9in mind parents were asked to compare and/or report on the
changes that have occurred since the impiementat ion of the
law.
The three main hypotheses predict the following
changes
:
1
' A greater level of parent involvement in their
child's education.
2. A thorough understanding of Chapter 766 and the
rights guaranteed by the law.
3. A greater level of satisfaction with special
education services as a result of Chapter 766.
The following four chapters explain in greater depth
the central issues and provide more information on the na-
ture of the study. Chapter II explores the relevant litera-
ture on parent involvement in the educational planning and
placement processes. Research and documentation is reviewed
in light of parental involvement in regular and special edu-
cation. There is a discussion of the pros and cons of par-
ent involvement. Parental mechanisms for participation in
both regular and special education are discussed. In addi-
tion, there is some discussion of parent involvement in the
judicial system for the benefit of their exceptional chil-
dren. The ways both parents and teachers gain from involve-
ment is presented as well as the benefits of the team or
joint effort.
Finally, Chapter II closes with a review of parental
10
participation in the processes established through legisla-
tive mandates. In the review of legislative parent involve-
ment, special attention has been paid to the documentation,
including attention that has been paid to the documentation,
including studies, articles or research about parents and
Chapter 766. Lastly, there is a brief discussion of a model
for involvement in 94-142 which becomes a reality in schools
across America in the Fall 1978. The model presented has
potential use with the processes of Chapter 766.
Def init ions
There are two terms used repeatedly throughout the
paper that the candidate feels he must define with some
clarity
.
1. Child or children with special needs. This
term means any child who receives special education services
or is eligible to receive said services; it is used inter-
changeably with the terms "handicapped" and "exceptional"
throughout the paper.
2. Parent involvement or parent participation. This
paper concentrates on the parental role in the planning and
placement process. There will be no discussion of parental
involvement or participation in community controlled schools.
Parental involvement or participation in the planning process
focuses on parental input into the development of an indivi-
dualized educational plan. This is especially significant
because of the importance of the pianning and placement
processes in both Chapter 766 and Public Law 94-142.
CHAPTER II
literature review
Introduction
This literature review investigates parent involve-
ment in their children's education. This review's primary
focus is on parental participation in the planning process
for providing services to their children and/or themselves.
Special attention was paid in the following areas: (1) pa-
rental participation in planning the educational process for
their children with special needs; (2) parental involvement
in the delivery of services and programs for their children
with special needs; (3) the mechanisms schools provided for
their participation in the process; and (4) specific pro-
grams and mechanisms for parental participation in P.L. Chap-
ter 766.
With the previously mentioned issues in mind, the
literature was reviewed for the past ten years. Attention
was paid to selected studies prior to the period reviewed.
Many of the research articles reviewed presented data in a
narrative or descriptive form. Most of the studies presented
qualitative data based primarily on opinion and experience.
It appears that little empirical data has been collected in
12
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the area of parent involvement in the educational planning
Process or the delivery of services. This is especially the
case with research regarding the parents of children with
special needs.
The research seems to indicate that parents have
several optional formats through which they can participate
in their children's education. The general trend sees
schools attempting to gain greater parental involvement
through alternative means. Parents can interact with school
people through individual as well as small and large group
meetings. Parental input is solicited on advisory councils,
educational and psychological evaluations, and case confer-
ences. Furthermore, they are being provided with instruction
in such areas as home teaching, behavior modification, and
parenting.
The interpretation of parent involvement has changed
significantly in the past decade. Some of the change has re-
sulted from the innovative efforts of school personnel. Some
schools were given directives to change by state and federal
agencies. Title I and Chapter 766 exemplify programs in
which parent participation was mandated through specific
guidel ines
.
This literature review identifies some of the changes
and trends regarding parent participation. Initially, par-
ent involvement is defined and discussed generally. This in-
troductory discussion reviews some of the problems and bene-
14
fits Of parent involvement provided in the literature Fol-
lowing, there are separate investigations of parent involve-
ment in regular and special education. Trends, strategies
and developments are presented for individual parent-teacher
interactions as well as parent group involvement.
This chapter ends with discussions of parent partici-
pation in special education legislation. A brief review is
made of parent involvement in the judicial system for the
benefit of their children with special needs. The discussion
is then focused directly on parent involvement in the proc-
esses of Chapter 766. Finally, parent involvement in P.L.
94-142, the federal special education legislation, is briefly
discussed
.
Parent Involvement
What is parent involvement? Changing parental roles
and responsibilities make it difficult to define. Today's
world provides us with a range of possibilities when we con-
sider the parental role. The obvious conclusion points to
natural parents of a child. Yet, the man or woman who is
the natural parent may now fulfill two roles as the single
parent. The individual ( s ) may be an adoptive parent, a step
parent or a foster parent. Recently, P.L. 94-142 has added
a new dimension to the parenting role, the surrogate parent.
Consequently, educators must be sensitive to and aware of the
unique parental situation that exists for the individual
15
child in their classroom.
The terra Involvement may be even more difficult to
isolate and define constructively. Involvement can mean
many things in the educational establishment. Some educators
might suggest that parents have had a forum for participation
through organizations like the Parent-Teachers Association
(PTA) and the National Council of Parents and Teachers (NCPT).
More recently, some federally funded programs have mandated
parent involvement, much of which is questionable and not
well defined.
In theory, parents should be involved on all levels
of the educational process. Gordon (1970) in a detailed dis-
cussion of parent participation, suggested five levels for
involvement. Level one sees the parent as a bystander or ob-
server. Level two recognizes the parent as teacher, a fact
which the school must reinforce. Level three involves the
parent as a volunteer working closely with the teacher. The
fourth level sees the parent as a trained worker who serves
on the educational team with the regular teacher. The fifth
and final level recommends that parents participate in the
school s decision-making processes. This model serves as an
ideal which few educational institutions attain.
Many parents are desirous of the type of involvement
outlined by Gordon but they lack the knowledge of where and
how to go about it. Yet, the lack of meaningful participa-
tory mechanisms has frustrated many of these parents. The
16
culture of the school has not lent itself to outside in-
volvement. Organizations like the PTA and NCPT have been
readily accepted as a part of the educational establishment,
despite the fact that they have failed to represent a sig-
nificant number of parental concerns. In some cases, ac-
tivist parents are seen as outsiders who will affect the
balance of power traditionally maintained in schools (Sara-
sen, 1971). In fact, many school systems are ill-equipped
to deal with the normal conflict of other social institutions
(Ziegler, 1973).
Educators are frequently threatened by the outspoken
parent seeking involvement. Samuels suggests that schools
expect parents to adjust to them and they (schools) find it
extremely difficult to adapt their behavior. In some in-
stances, teachers feel parents are invading their private
domain (Adkins, 1975). Some educators see parental partici-
pation as a hindrance to learning which may be confusing and
non-productive (Conant, 1971; Atkinson, 1972; Kelly, 1973).
Atkinson found that some teachers feel that parent input is
of little value and therefore, unimportant.
Obviously many parents have strong feelings about
school (Ferguson, 1977). Some parents are uninvolved sim-
ply because of outdated attitudes toward schools and teach-
ers. Other parents, legitimately or otherwise, view schools
as distant and insensitive. This has occurred because
schools invariably structure themselves so that parents find
17
getting assistance a very time-consuming and frustrating
process (Klebanoff, 1971). still others have become disil-
lusioned and feel dehumanized by schools (Samuels, 1973).
They feel estranged from their local schools, incapable of
feeling trust or confidence in them (Adkins, 1975).
All too often, parents and educators are unclear
about what the other wants (Kimmel, 1976). Much of the
traditional parental involvement is unsatisfying. Parents
are asked to engage in unrewarding activities. Most parents
know that teachers frequently reject tasks which parents are
asked to complete. Examples of these tasks are serving milk,
counting lunch money, cleaning trays, chaperoning dances or
driving on field trips (Adkins, 1975; Pharis, 1977). To
avoid this situation, schools must clearly articulate the
scope of parental involvement they actually want (Yoshida and
Gottlieb, 1977).
There are a number of ways that parents could con-
ceivably become involved in the planning and placement proc-
ess. Many schools encourage and solicit parental participa-
tion in varying amounts and on differing levels (Meyer, 1969;
Samuels, 1973; Freeman, 1975). Parents are frequently in-
volved as volunteer or paid tutors or teacher aides (Luter-
man, 1973; Conant
,
1971; Benson and Ross, 1972; Laing, 1972;
Lance, 1973; Gilmar, 1973). In other schools, parents are
asked to participate in curriculum and instruction planning
sessions (Pharis, 1977). Aside from classroom participation,
18
parent councils have develooed int np o a meaningful vehicle for
parent involvement (Kimmel l
Q
7« • n^ i
, 1976, Perrone, 1971; McCloskey,
1959; Fantini, 1971; Nelson 197 *n Tu ro
’
iy/j)
.
These councils are
generally established by school authorities. Their roles
and goals vary: some are used to gain support lor school-
community ventures, while others serve as a source of criti-
cal community input and feedback.
Parent involvement has
not always been as strongly supported or welcomed as it is
today. Many schools are seeking greater parental participa-
tion because they realize the importance of the home-school
relationship. As previously mentioned, some are confronted
with federal and state mandates for parent involvement.
Educators are compelled to ^investigate the impact the inter-
action between the two most significant adults can have on
the child in question.
This section will explore the obstacles to and the
benefits of parent involvement as presented in the litera-
ture. The benefits will be reviewed from teacher and parent
perspectives. Finally, the importance of the team effort
will be discussed.
Obstacles to parent involvement. Few educators un-
derstand why more parents are not involved. As previously
mentioned, school people have a narrow perspective on the
realities of day-to-day life for many parents. McCloskey
19
(1959) suggests that "other interests and responsibilities
force parents to compare the value of schooling with that of
thousands of other services and products" (p. 299). i„ most
cases, the most obvious parental responsibility is the 9 to
5 work day; a situation which conflicts with the traditional
8 to 3 schedule of teachers.
Nedler (1977) suggests that some parents may not
have the time to provide their support and input through
traditional channels. Parents who work every day may not
be able to visit school during the hours when classes are
m session and teachers are readily available. Single par-
ents may have an overwhelming burden in terms of work and
other children. All of these situations may be compounded
by the major parental concern: the conditions that exist in
the family.
Karnes and Zehrbach (1972) expand on some of the pos-
sible obstacles. They identify some parent-based roadblocks.
Some parents are reluctant or find it too painful to discuss
their child's difficulties. Many parents have had poor or
negative experiences with schools and teachers. They feel
that educators are not as competent as they should be (At-
kinson, 1972). Other parents feel the teacher has nothing
to offer them but bad news. As a result of these experi-
ences, many parents have strong feelings about schools and
teachers (Ferguson, 1977). These feelings range from fear
(Carlson and Hillman, 1975) to distrust (Adkins, 1975) to
20
open hostility (Gaines, 1976).
It appears that an adversary relationship has de-
veloped between the home and school. Cain (1976) suggests
that this relationship has developed because parents lacked
confidence in professionals as a result of negative experi-
ences. Schmidt and Atlas (1976) agree by stating that some
Parents do not cooperate and support schools because they are
not certain that schools are capable of doing a good job.
This condition exists because parents feel that schools have
failed to share information and have thereby controlled, in-
timidated and alienated parents from the school environment
(Samuels, 1973).
In some instances, educational institutions have
blocked parent input through their need to maintain control.
Educators have a history of placing children without in-
volving the parents (Yoshida and Gottlieb, 1977). Further-
more, schools have made changes in a child's program without
consulting the parents and explaining why (McCloskey, 1959,
p. 300). Thus, schools lack any precedent for providing par-
ents with an appropriate role.
Schools have failed to clearly conceptualize and ar-
ticulate models for parental involvement (Yoshida and Gott-
lieb, 1977). Many educators have held the belief that they
alone can make the important educational decisions. Others
have sought advice from key parents in their community. Kel-
ly (1973) reviewed the attitudes toward parents by schools
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the most recommended roles to be taken by parents. Kelly
0973), in his llterature review from the Jast twQ decades
found studies which both opposed and supported increased par-
ent invoivement
. It is si g„i f i cant that most of the more
recent reports indicate support for increased parent partici-
pat ion
.
Kelly (1973) summarizes the two major objectives to
parental involvement found in the literature,
j ect ion involves the complexity of educational
The first ob-
programs used
today. According to Kelly, some educators feel that these
materials, especially those relating to special education,
too difficult to be readily understood by lay parents.
This perspective views parental input as a hindrance to
learning or an interference in a process best left to the
professionals. Schmidt and Atlas (1976) support Kelly’s
findings by stating that some teachers feel that parents are
invading their professional domain. Atkinson (1972) follows
this by stating that some teachers feel that parental sug-
gestions are not important. Conant (1971) suggests that what
some teachers really want is a parental rubber stamp and that
parental participation is frequently viewed as confusing and
disrupting to the educative process.
The other objection to parent involvement has to do
with supposed parental "mismanagement of the child-raising
process" (Kelly, 1973, p. 359). Educators using this argu-
ment blame parents for their child's problems. Parents are
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P* r’ n * “ «»*> "o. facilitate „growth. In many instances, parents of children with special
needs may be experiencing difficulty accepting and under-
standing the child or they may be faced with overwhelming
eel lags of guilt (Norton, 1976). Samuels (1973) continues
by stating that "their feelings of alienation and powerless-
ness are reinforced by society, which blames the home and the
parents for the difficulties children experience" (p. 37) .
Kelly (1973) does not review any literature refuting
the first of these points, namely the complexity of programs.
But some reviewers indicate that, in most cases, educators
are responsible for the lack of parental understanding and
support for their programs (Liederman, 1975; Yoshida and
Gottlieb, 1977). Liederman strongly recommends pursuing
greater parent involvement as a safeguard, if not as a
remedy. Schmidt and Atlas (1976) suggest that some teachers
have an outdated, oversimplified view of parents. These
teachers tend to become defensive when parents ask questions
or challenge them. Yet, he comments that in most cases par-
ents can be helped to understand the general nature of pro-
grams if not the specifics. At least, parents can gain a
better understanding of the educational strategies being used
and the ways they can support them at home.
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Kelly (1973) further agrees that some parents may in
fact be to blame for some of their children's problems. But
he does not see this as a reason to exclude them from the
learning process. Ryan (1971) states that society and its
victim-blamers identify the problem as belonging to the vic-
tim. He recommends that we look at what we are doing to con-
tribute to the problem and to bring about a meaningful solu-
t ion
.
Both parents and teachers are an integral part of
the educational process. Parents, like teachers, can provide
both support and service. Cohen and Gloeckler (1976) dis-
cuss the work of SEIMC, an organization designed to provide
support services to the parents of the handicapped. This
group has identified a number of ways in which parents can
be instrument al ly involved in the education process. Par-
ents, in this program, are seen as service obtainers, help-
ing to secure space and materials and to integrate children
into the regular classroom. SEIMC also trains parents to
serve as home teachers for their handicapped children.
Part of the problem with parent involvement is the
notion of responsibility for education. Some educators,
like Kelly (1973), place the responsibility for education
with the parent. Others, like Finkelstein (1974), place the
burden with the educator. He strongly advises that educators
recognize the rights of parents while utilizing their
strengths. Norton (1976) supports Finkelstein by recommend-
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mg that teachers be trained in counseling skills so that
they, as the providers of direct service, can work sensitive-
ly with parents who are intimidated or reluctant to get in-
volved. Milliken and Urich (1976) do not place the respon-
sibility on either the parent or the teacher. They propose
a unique system of community ombudsmen to "break down the
feeling of threat many troubled parents have" (p. 60).
Obviously, placing blame or responsibility with
either individual or role does not but perpetuate the dif-
ferences and present more obstacles. The obstacles iden-
tified in this section certainly present problems to educa-
tors and parents alike. Yet, some of the proposals presented
provide a new direction for those interested in improving
the quality of parent-teacher interactions. The benefits
are immeasurable to both parent and teacher if these obsta-
cles can be overcome. This task is not accomplished easily;
it requires the support and participation of the two most im-
portant components of a child's life, the home and the
school
.
The benefits of parent involvement
. The benefits of
parent involvement are obvious. Few would disagree with the
importance of parents' and teachers' mutual understanding
of their purposes. Participation can be the most effective
form of communicating the individual goals and aspirations
and thereby gaining an appreciation of the other person's
point of view. Parents and teachers learn from each other so
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that together they can provide the best possible learning
situation for their children. Meaningful participation
provides bonuses to both the parent and the teacher.
Parent participation can help the teacher become a
more effective educator. Laing (1972) states that parent in-
volvement facilitates more responsiveness and awareness on
the part of the teacher, which in turn results in more effec-
tive teaching. The knowledge gained about the home, family
values and relationships is crucial in providing the appro-
priate learning environment for the child. The teacher may
learn a great deal from the child's perceptions of school
through the parent. The parent may also provide information
on their training procedures, hopes, aspirations and expecta-
tions for the child. The child's activities and responsibili-
ties at home may also be discussed (Carlson and Hillman,
1975). The parents may provide direction, insight or assis-
tance in designing individualized materials for the child's
classroom use. Finally, the parent can provide feedback on
the teacher's style as it relates to the child.
On the other hand, parent participation is exceeding-
ly beneficial to the parent as well. Initially, the parent
will get to know the teacher, the school and the classroom
(Klein, 1974). The teacher can be asked about his/her goals
and expectations as well as the child's strengths and liabil-
ities (Carlson and Hillman, 1975). For example, the child's
in-school behavior may be of interest to the parent. In this
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way., parents may gain a better understanding and apprecia-
tion of their child. With this information, they can share
the responsibility for education and possibly learn some
ways to reinforce or engage in home activities that support
the school's efforts.
Many teachers obviously lack the skill or training
in specific techniques for working with parents. Those few
that are skilled frequently lack the time to use or share
their talents. Klein (1977) suggests that more flexible
school schedules be developed to accommodate parent partici-
pation. Pre-service and in-service programs need to be de-
veloped to facilitate ways to enhance and increase parent-
teacher interaction (Conant, 1971; Dickerson, 1973; Carlson
and Hillman, 1975). With the proper training teachers will
be capable of dealing with both positive and negative paren-
tal feelings and attitudes about school. As Eisenpries
(1974) states, "professionals have a responsibility to an-
ticipate parental anxiety, recognizing that its source is
love and concern, not hostility and a desire to disrupt"
(p. 9). If this training is made available, parents and
teachers may become supportive partners and not adversaries
(Klein, 1977).
Support for the team effort between home and school,
parent and teacher was the underlying message of almost every
article reviewed. In addition, almost every study reported
the positive benefits of home-school communication or made a
recommendation that educators and parents stri
stronger ties.
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ve to gain
"A key to successful parent involvement is the recog-
nition of parental rights and strengths” ( Finkelstein
,
1974,
P. 571). Few would disagree that every child's first teacher
is his or her parent(s). Then, suddenly, another adult as-
sumes the teacher role. Certainly, most educators do not
think that parents stop teaching their children those things
they feel are important. Parents still feel responsible for
what the child learns, in school or at home. "Education is
too important to be left totally to the professionals” (Kim-
mel
,
1976, p. 24).
The parent continues to be an integral part of their
child's learning process. With that in mind, one might won-
der why there is not more collaboration between the school
and the home. Collaboration and team work should be a major
component of a child's education (Gaines, 1976; Grissom,
1971). Parents are an invaluable resource to the classroom
teacher. They can provide information on almost every aspect
of the child's life from his or her hobbies, habits, atti-
tudes to their likes and learning style.
As previously stated, two-way communication between
home and school is crucial (Jones, 1970; Perrone, 1971; Fer-
guson, 1977). Good home to school communication provides the
teacher with insights into the interests and problems of the
child. Furthermore, it gives the teacher a guide for devel-
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opmg and designing a program tailored to the child's indivi-
dual needs. Pharis (1977) suggests that parents want to
share the responsibility tor the education ot their chil-
dren. Most parents want to learn wavs th-Lear y ey can support the
school (Jones, 1970).
Few educators would not Emphasize the import of ad-
vocating for a positive home-school relationship. Yet. even
fewer are clear on how to accomplish their goal. Some recom-
mend a problem solving approach. McDowell (1976) recommends
counseling as a way to recruit parents for the team. Dicker-
son et al. (1973) developed the Teacher-Parent Communication
Program (T.P.C.P.). Those involved met regularly to discuss
goals and expectations for the student. The critical factors
in the success of T.P.C.P. are the student's awareness of the
home-school communication, the consistency of the contact and
the resulting cooperation.
Special educators, especially in Massachusetts, un-
derstand the importance of parental participation in their
services. Chapter 766 clearly outlines the procedures for
involving parents on the CORE Evaluation Team (CET). In
fact, most evaluations and recommended services cannot be
provided without the written parent permission. Additional-
ly, P.L. 94-142 requires the input of parents in designing
the individualized educational plan. The implications of
this procedure are far-reaching because every child receiv-
ing special education services in the entire country will
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tal-l under the guidelines established by this law.
There are still unanswered questions. How much
parental involvement is enough? How much input should un-
trained parents have in the design of curricula or programs?
What about the parent who does not want any involvement?
Despite the unanswered questions, most agree that greater
participation means more opportunities for parents to ob-
serve, learn and share their perceptions, ideas, and respon-
sibilities. "Joint consideration of their common interest
in the education of a child sets the stage for a cooperative
effort, which in turn facilitates still more effective com-
municat ion and more understanding" (McCloskey, 1959, p. 303)
Mechanisms for Parental Involvement
in Regular Education
The primary mechanisms for parent involvement in
their children s education are the individual and group ap-
proaches. The individual parent conference has long served
as the most basic form of parent participation. In the con-
ference, the parent and teacher interact, one-to-one, around
their specific concerns while sharing their unique percep-
tions about the child.
The group approach provides another vehicle for
parent involvement. Obviously, the group effort provides an
opportunity for more individuals to interact around more
global issues and concerns. The group approach can be used
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for a variety of reasons. Teachers can use the group as an
efficient means of providing information to parents. On
the other hand, the group can be used to train or counsel
parents with similar concerns.
The following discussion will review the literature
describing the use of the individual and group processes.
The focus of this discussion will be on parental participa-
tion in regular education using these two vehicles. A re-
ew of the use of individual and group mechanisms for parent
involvement in special education will be provided later in
this chapter.
Individual involvement: Parent-teacher conference
. The
parent-teacher conference is probably the most traditionally
accepted and commonly used form of parent involvement. Rab-
bit (1978) suggests that "for the student, the parent-
teacher conference has the potential of being the single most
educationally valuable event of the entire school year" (p.
471). This may be somewhat overstated, however, an invita-
tion to an individual conference does indicate that the
teacher is interested. Furthermore, the conference recog-
nizes the importance of the parent's role in the education
process and respect for the parent's opinion. The parent
conference is a collaborative effort on the part of the two
most significant adults in a child's life (Carlson and Hill-
man, 1975; Grissom, 1971; Conant
,
1971).
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The parent-teacher conference Is a person-to-person
interaction which has the potentiaJ for providing a non-
threatening vehicle for parental input. The conference
provides an arena for parents to discuss their specific con-
cerns with the teacher. The individual meeting communicates
special warmth and cooperation to the parent (McCloskey,
1959). Both parent and teacher are interested in helping
children learn and grow, both derive pleasure from the suc-
cesses and accomplishments of their children and both want
to be liked, loved and respected by their children (Klein,
1974)
.
Yet
,
there are many obstacles to a successful con-
ference, some more obvious and avoidable than others. Many
parents are reluctant to attend or fail to benefit from the
interaction. Some are simply timid or shy. Others feel un-
certain about the possibility of discussing "educational"
matters in the school setting. Still others harbor "fears
of excessive demands or personal attack from the other party"
(Carlson and Hillman, 1975, p. 243). In some cases, differ-
ing value systems make it exceedingly difficult for the two
individuals to communicate without other issues interfering
(Grissom, 1971).
The parent
ents and teachers,
traumatic (Rabbit,
conference is often feared by both par-
arid sometimes the actual experience is
1978). Some parents are overly sensitive
and ill at ease even before the conference begins. They fear
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bad news or an extensive discussion of their child's limita-
tions. Others fear an interrogation session by the school
personnel. Some approach the conference like a job inter-
view. still others are hostile, defensive or critical
(Gaines, 1976). The teacher may be threatened by the par-
ent who questions their professional judgment (Atkinson,
1972; Luterman, L973). All too often the teacher simply
wants, a parental rubber stamp (Conant, 1977; Pharis, 1977).
There are those teachers who "are continually amazed at the
paucity of interest and understanding demonstrated by a few
parents" (McCloskey, 1959, p. 304). Other "teachers inter-
pret a look of dismay or confusion as a direct personal
criticism" (Eisenpreis, 1974, p. 7).
Parents and teachers need a mutual understanding of
the purposes of the conference. Rabbit (1978) suggests that
the conference has three main purposes. The conference is
designed to: (1) give information, (2) get information, and
(3) find solutions to academic or behavioral problems. With
these purposes in mind, Rabbit and others suggest that the
conference can result in a meaningful exchange.
The chances for success are further increased if the
parent understands the purpose of the meeting and is given
a useful role. Luterman (1973) points out that "parents are
not expected to assume the role of the professional" (p.
504). Teachers have to understand that some parents may feel
intimidated by the professional role or isolated from the
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school itself (Lichter, 1976). Teachers should be sensi-
tive to parents' concerns and feelings by using a positive
approach. They should avoid using terminology or labels
when discussing the child. Positive terms that describe
assets should be used instead of focusing on the child's
liabilities or limitations.
The conference may have its foundation in many areas
of common interest to both parties. Discipline problems may
exist at school and not at home, vice versa or in both set-
tings. Barnett (1974, 1975) described a program in which
parent and teacher confer over the results and interpretation
of standardized testing. Vocational planning may serve as
the vehicle for the interaction. The parent or teacher may
be concerned about the child's progress. Dickerson et al
.
(1973) reported on a Teacher-Parent Communication Program
(T.P.C.P.) in which parents and teachers met regularly. They
conferred on goals and expectations for the child. An im-
portant aspect of this program was that the child was made
fully aware of the parent teacher interaction. The success
of this program relied on consistent home-school contact and
cooperat ion
.
As previously stated, the parent and teacher may con-
fer for a variety of reasons. Carlson and Hillman (1975)
recommend a five phase approach to structuring a parent con-
ference. This structural model can be used to facilitate a
positive interaction on a wide range of topics. Phase One
34
deals with setting a tone for the process. Carlson and
Hillman suggest that the parent and the teacher meet in a
private location, either in the school or at the parents'
home. Both teacher and parent should determine and state
the purpose and goal of the conference in concrete terms.
Both should assume a serious and straightforward tone after
establishing a mutual understanding and alignment of their
goals*.
In Phase Two, Carlson and Hillman recommend that the
parties mutually explore the issues. They continue by sug-
gesting that each clarify or elaborate on the issues at hand
from their individual perspectives. They further advise
that an incident-centered approach be used to avoid the blam-
ing and fault finding of a child-centered approach. In the
third phase, the parent is asked to provide specific data on
family interactive patterns. The fourth phase involves
specifying contingencies of the behavior and developing
mutual understanding through their individual perceptions
and interpretations of the incident. The fifth and final
phase incorporates the data and attempts to arrive at a
plan. This proposal will attempt to modify the unacceptable
behavior through a clearly outlined plan. The total process
emphasizes the importance of the parental input.
McCloskey (1959) provides some suggestions on con-
ducting a parent conference which complement the Carlson
and Hillman approach. He suggests that the teacher should
35
Plan carefully with input from parents, students and ad-
ministrators. Special emphasis and clarification should be
Placed in the cooperative, constructive purpose of the meet-
ing. Choose a setting that is conducive to a positive in-
teraction and use in that manner, avoiding excessive
criticism and complaint. Make every attempt to demonstrate
your interest in the student and your respect for his indivi-
dual abilities, interests, accomplishments and needs. En-
courage and accept parental input and perspective. Avoid
trying to present too much information or arrive at too many
quick solutions at one conference. Try to end the conference
on a positive note with some mutual understanding of how you
and the parent can work cooperatively for the child's bene-
fit.
The previously discussed recommendations focused on
the teacher's responsibility to structure the conference.
The Massachusetts Advocacy Center and Massachusetts Law Re-
form Institute, in a jointly prepared education handbook,
present a section on the parent conference. Unlike the previ-
ous discussions, this handbook places the responsibility for
structuring the conference on the parent. The conferencing
process is described as a parental right. Parents are ad-
vised to come prepared to the conference with specific ques-
tions, written down if need be. Minimal standards are stipu-
lated for a constructive conference such as enough time and
privacy
.
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The handbook sees the parent as the primary bene-
ficiary of the conference. Initially, parents are told what
ktnd of information they should expect to get from their
child's teacher(s). Information on test scores, grades,
daily class routines and the homework policy should be
solicited. The teacher should explain, if available, the
yearly objectives for the child, noting any problems the
child encounters. The handbook, i„ contrast to some of the
teacher oriented discussions, advises parents not to share
any more personal information than they feel is relevant to
their child's learning. In addition, parents are advised to
evaluate the teacher with the informal guidelines presented.
The guidelines include such general areas as the classroom
conditions, the attitudes of the students, the attitude of
the teacher and the supportive atmosphere the teacher cre-
ates
.
The teacher-centered approach, as described by Carl-
son and Hillman (1975), McCloskey (1959), and others, empha-
sizes the importance of a positive and encouraging tone in
all parent-teacher interactions. The parent must be made
aware of the teacher's role and the importance of the par-
ent's involvement. The teacher must be prepared to listen
closely to the parent's concerns and feelings (Lichter,
1976). Gaines (1976) strongly recommends that the teacher
make every attempt to be consistently sensitive and posi-
tive. The teacher should ask for the parent's ideas or sug-
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gestions while sharing the school's position. At no time
should the teacher compare the child with siblings or other
children in the school. Grissom ( 1971 ) discussed the impor-
tance of the teacher's acceptance of and respect for the
parent's rights and responsibilities. She further advises
teachers to pay close attention to their own behaviors. In
some instances, the teacher may have to modify their behavior
if it. does not facilitate a meaningful interaction.
The parent-teacher conference is probably the last
remaining vestige of individual parent contact with the
schools. The conference provides an arena for the teacher
and parent to share their concerns about the education of the
child. The parent-centered approach outlined in the Massa-
chusetts Advocacy Center Handbook stresses many of the same
goals as the teacher-centered conference. Parents, while
asking teachers lor their plan, are encouraged to share the
ways they will help the child in school and at home. Both
discussions emphasize the team approach for maximum success.
The group approach
. As previously discussed, the parent-
teacher conference is probably the most individualized means
of interacting around specific child-based concerns. Yet,
the nature of schools presents another option which is cur-
rently most realistic and popular. The group approach al-
lows an individual parent, teacher or facilitator to interact
with several individuals with common concerns, interests and
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goals. The groups are run In a variety of ways for •y ux r a variety
of reasons (Kelley et al iq7 q. n •y r i ‘> 19 3
» Daniel and Hyde, 1975
;
Flint and Deloach, 1975; Rubin et al
.
,
1975 ).
A basic element to these programs seems to involve
bringing parents out of isolation. Despite the differences
in approach and content, all of these programs share an ef-
fort to overcome the fears and frustrations frequently ex-
perienced by parents. The literature can be conceptualized
into two cluster areas. One of these two loosely clustered
areas includes parent education, training or information
while the other includes parent counseling, support and
therapy. It is important to point out that these clusters
overlap. For example, a school-based group that provides
parent counseling may also assist a parent in getting in-
formation and services from outside agencies (Pickarts and
McCandless
,
1969; Hiemstra, 1974; McDowell, 1976).
An example of the overlap of parent counseling ap-
proaches is presented by Abramson in a paper written in
1972. Abramson discusses three aspects of parent counsel-
ing: educative, interpretive and habi 1 it at i ve . The first of
these gives parents the information they need to understand
what is happening and how to help their child. Abramson
calls this "breaking the inadequacy cycle" in which parents
feel they cannot do anything. The third dimension, the
habilitive counseling, calls for parents to be "included as
part of the helping team from the time of their first contact
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With the school" (p. 14). Abramson suggests that this coun-
seling approach helps build a "bridge of mutual trust
[so that] once firmly established, parents and their learn-
ing disabled child, the total family, and school staff can
all walk over the bridge together" (p. 15 ).
Parent groups strive to provide a supportive environ-
ment where parents can share their experiences and concerns
with others. Lichter (1976) calls a parent's initial in-
volvement the "coming out" process in which parents establish
new and supportive relationships. Karnes and Zehrbach (1972)
suggest that parents seek group involvement to get emotional
support from other parents and teachers.
Parents attend for a variety of reasons. Some come
to gain a better understanding and appreciation of their
children in the school environment (Jones, 1970). They join
to learn ways they can support the teacher at home (Klein,
1974). They participate to learn about their rights, and
get suggestions on discipline problems or vocational
choices. Still others come to acquire information on teach-
ing techniques, class design or college or career informa-
t ion
.
Education, information and training groups . The
literature provides many concrete examples of parent group
involvement in this area. The goals of using the group for-
mat to provide information or training are basically synony-
mous (Pickarts and McCandless, 1969; Klebanoff, 1971; Per-
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rone, 1971; Laing, 1972; Lance, 1973; Dougherty and Dyal
.
1976). Gallup, In his 1975 poll on parental attitudes on
schools, reported that parents want guidance from schools
and professional educators. His sample included parents of
all economic, social and educational levels. This would
seem to support parent's formal training and involvement in
their children's education.
The parent group movement evolved out of a counseling
foundation in which participants came together under the
premise of therapy or support for similar affective issues.
This approach resulted in programs which usually focused on
parental attitude change instead of utilizing the knowledge
and skills of parents as teachers (Lance, 1973). Lance sug-
gested that parents are willing and capable teachers.
Some educators, including some who are parents them-
selves, frequently fail to see parents as teachers. Long
before a child enters school, his parents engage in the act
of teaching. In fact, Conant (1975) points out that parents
are their child's first teacher. In most instances, they
taught their children to feed, toilet, clothe, and groom
themselves (Lance, 1973). Once the child enters school,
another individual assumes the primary role of teacher. Yet,
the parent continues to teach those things he or she feels
are necessary for the child to know. Luterman (1973) sug-
gests to teachers that "All parents are teachers, and by
helping facilitate better teaching we are facilitating bet-
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ter parenting" (p. 506).
Nevertheless, few expert educators can come to an
agreement on parent education. Luterman (1973) points out
that philosophically, parent education places the parent,
as a co-learner, on the same level as the professional
educator. With that in mind, he recommends that parent
education involve the entire family. He bases his views on
the notion that professionals alone cannot provide optimal
educational opportunities; they must receive active support
from the family. Despite some disagreement over the purpose
or direction of parent education, McDowell (1976) calls at-
tention to the importance of parent education by stating that
"We have just begun to recognize that education for parents
is a critical factor in the school success of many children"
(p. 615).
The current trend in information groups tends to
focus on the parenting or child-rearing issue. Few profes-
sions fail to provide its practitioners with training in the
highly specialized skills required to do a competent job.
Yet, most novices in the critical parent role have not been
able to avail themselves or any formalized instruction on
the task at hand. New parents share their concerns with
other new parents, their own parents and others who have gone
through the child-rearing experience. As previously men-
tioned, parents want guidance from schools and educators.
This request for guidance seems to be an open invitation for
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schools to get Involved with parenting Instruction.
Consequently, parents are signing up as fast as
schools and other agencies offer this much needed instruc-
tion. Pickarts and McCandless (1969) reported on a program
in the Los Angeles Public Schools that emphasized the impor-
tance of education having something to offer parents. Spe-
cifically, they saw parent education as instruction to in-
crease positive parental skills in the child-rearing process.
The goal of the Los Angeles based program involved helping
parents develop greater competency in their vital life role.
They stressed the importance of parents and schools working
together to accomplish that goal.
The parent training group is a concept with which
most parents can identify. Some of the programs are run in-
formally with parents engaged in group discussions or ques-
tion and answer sessions with a local expert on child devel-
opment or psychology. Pharis (1977), on the other hand,
recommends that educators use a more systematic approach
which will have a greater impact and thereby facilitate in-
creased involvement.
With that in mind, a number of commercial materials
have been developed in the past few years. Most of these
programs utilize a highly systematic approach to training
parents. Kroth (1978), in a discussion of these materials,
pointed out some of the advantages and disadvantages of these
programs. The main advantage was that everything needed, ex-
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-Pt the trainer
,
is i„cluded in the packet
. th#baste potnts are not overlooked by the presenter and the
audiovisual materials provide the variety the trainer may
lack. On the other hand, the packaged program cannot be all
things to all groups. Hence, the presenter usually ends up
modifying the package to meet the specific needs of the
group
.
The packages listed below address various
view and phases of the parenting or child-rearing
Parent Effect i veness
McKay Company, Inc
10017, 1970.
Training
. Thomas
750 3rd Avenue,
Gordon
.
New York
points of
process
.
David
NY,
Systematic Tra i ning
Dinkmeyer. Publisher
Inc.
,
Circle Pines,
for Ef fective Parenting
. Don
American Guidance Service
MN 55014, 1976.
Manag ing Behavior: A Parent Tnvnl
Richard McDowell. Publisher - B L
ates, P.0. Box 1185, Torrance, CA
vemen
t
Winch
90505
Program
.
and Associ-
,
1974.
Ihe_Art of Parenting. Bill R. Wagonseller
Burnett, Bernard Salzburg and Joe Burnett!
Research Press, Champaign, IL, 1977.
Mary
Producer
:
Keeping in Touch with Parents: The Teachers ' BestFriends
,
Leatha Mae Bennett and Ferris 0. Henson
TX
bl
78705
:
1977
nlnS Concepts
’
2501 N - Lamar
.
Austin
I
All of the previously mentioned kits are available
commercially. Because anyone can purchase and use these
packages, it is strongly recommended that a skilled leader
present the material. Furthermore, it is advised that the
material be reviewed judiciously before purchase. As with
any software, the quality may not merit the investment.
All of the informational programs, commercial and
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otherwise, stress the importance of training n= ,parents in the
use of good communication skills. McDowell (1976), i„ an
outline of a parent training program, emphasized the impor-
providi ng parents with communication skills train-
mg, no matter what the topic. Dougherty and Dyal (1976)
improving the communication skills of the parents in
their tutorial training program. They also provided parents
with information on the development of junior high aged
adolescents as well as information on the school, its ser-
vices, and programs.
All too often, parents lack the most basic knowledge
of their child's school. One possible line of reasoning sug-
gests that parents are simply disinterested while another
points to a lack of information sharing procedures on the
part of the school. Perrone (1971) found that most parents
sought involvement but did not know where to begin. He es-
tablished a parent-teacher information sharing workshop. In-
formation was shared on standardized testing, teaching tech-
niques, and materials.
McDowell (1976) cites the importance of schools
sharing information by suggesting that the primary parental
counseling strategy of schools should be informational.
Evans (1973) took a similar position by recommending that
counselors supply general information on the school. He
also advised that parents meet in groups to discuss and ques-
tion professionals on child development.
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Parents should be provided with specific information
on the school's programs and services. McCloskey ( 1959 )
recommends that schools use the guidance department, where
available, as a focus for providing information on counsel-
ing, courses, and special educational services. With that
idea in mind, Breiling ( 1977 ) described a program that shared
information with parents on the school's reading program.
This program set aside time, up to one full day each week,
for the reading specialist to furnish information to the
parents in a group format. In these group sessions the read
mg specialist discussed the problems children have with
reading and suggested supplemental home activities.
Ferguson (1977) in a discussion of a parent group
evaluation of his school, reported that one of the group's
primary concerns was the lack of readily available informa-
tion to them and other uninvolved parents. The evaluation
recommended that basic information be provided through an
orientation for incoming students. Pharis (1977) goes fur-
ther by recommending that parents get involved in the deci-
sion-making process. He points out that many parents want to
participate without taking full responsibility for the out-
come. In other words, parents may want full participation
without establishing a community controlled situation. He
recommends that parents get involved in planning, design,
implementation, and evaluation.
Parent involvement can be useful to the school and
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community. for this to be possible parents must feel
useful. Consistent participation in bake sales, field trip
chaperoning, book counting or the like does not constitute
meaningful involvement. Parents need to be provided with
relevant and pertinent information (Pharis, 1977). in this
way the school assumes an important and meaningful role in
the community. Indeed, the school plays a significant role
in providing information on the community. Evans (1973)
recommends that parent group sessions should include informa-
tion on the community and the school's role therein. Hiem-
stra (1974) emphasizes the importance of the school as a
supplier of information by stating that "parents need to
learn how to use all the resources of a community in facili-
tating the growth and development of themselves and their
children both in and out of school" (p. 85).
Counseling groups . The counseling effort to enhance
parent involvement sees the group approach as the most ap-
propriate vehicle. This mechanism provides parents with an
opportunity to meet and interact with other parents or pro-
fessionals. Groups may focus on a variety of affective con-
cerns. In some cases, parents can learn to become effective
lay counselors for their children and other parents.
The ideal group meeting of parents and professionals
would revolve around the outstanding and far-reaching issues
of education. Unfortunately, educational issues can be too
abstract for many parents to consider them important. Most
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parents tend to react to crisis situations (Luterman, 1973).
Or, as previously mentioned, parents may feel isolated from
the school or feel intimidated by the school and teachers.
McDowell (1976) suggests that group counseling with
parents is a necessary component of almost every program.
The group experience helps parents develop confidence in
themselves and the school. It brings together parents with
similar needs and concerns. In the group setting, the re-
sponsibility for decisions and solutions are shared (Luter-
man, 1973). The group defines its goals and moves toward
them. The teacher's role is non-directive and low key
(Karnes and Zehrbach, 1972).
The counseling implications for a support group are
based on the recognition of parental feelings in the devel-
opment of their child. This is true of the child who is
"normal"; it is even more important if the child is "handi-
capped." Kaplan (1971) suggests that a group situation will
recognize parental feelings and allow them to be shared and
vented. He continues by stating that the group emphasizes
the current realities in the lives of parent and child.
Furthermore, it helps the parent develop problem solving
strategies that will be useful at other times (Pickarts
and McCandless, 1969; Kaplan, 1971).
McDowell (1976) is an ardent advocate of using the
group approach with parents. As previously mentioned, he
sees the group as a necessary part of services to parents.
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He suggests that parental involvement is the sharing of ideas
in a group situation. To that end, he presents three coun-
seling strategies, two of which have been discussed. His
second strategy, psychotherapeutic, de-emphasizes placing
the blame on the parent. This strategy focuses on helping
the parent understand the conflicts which create emotional
problems in the parent and the child. The group is a vehicle
for sharing feelings in a non-threatening atmosphere. He
sees the parent as a contributing member of the team con-
cerned with the welfare of their child, handicapped or other-
wise. Counseling is a way to recruit them for the team and
to promote positive relationships with their children and
school personnel.
The parent counseling experience is not limited to in
person parental interactions. Abrams and Kaslow (1977) dis-
cuss ways that inaccessible parents can be involved. They,
and others, suggest that teachers use every means possible
to gain support from these parents. They see group counsel-
ing as a vehicle for parents to share ideas and observations
as well as their feelings. They ask parents to assist the
school, other parents and themselves by observing and diag-
nosing their children's behavior. Through these observa-
tions, the teacher can design training materials that may
help get the parents involved with their children's educa-
tion and thereby alleviate some of their frustrations.
In summary, the counseling group format can be diffi-
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cult to implement in the school setting. Some of the more
obvious reasons have been pointed out in the section on
Obstacles to parent involvement. Another hindrance to
parental participation in a counseling group involves the
nature of the school setting. Many parents would be reluc-
tant to discuss their limitations or those of their children.
Finally, there is a shortage of trained personnel skilled in
the delicate art of group management. This is an area in
which other human service agencies have to get involved
n the schools. Only then can the school meet with success
in its attempt to deal with the whole child, an attempt which
certainly includes the attitudes, feelings and values of the
parent and the home.
Creative approaches to parent involvement
. Parent involve-
ment may require creative approaches to assist in facilitating
participation (Nedler, 1977). Conant (1971) states that
"teachers who work with parents have prepared themselves
with considerable forethought and planning" (p. 118). Plan-
ning for these creative ventures may utilize traditional
mechanisms like home visitations or pursue uniquely different
avenues for involvement. Carlson and Hillman (1975) recom-
mend that teachers spend time developing a systematic de-
sign for making and maintaining parental contact and partici-
pation .
Parents whose schedules conflict with the school's
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present the most consistently frustrating situation (Mc-
Dowell, 1976). The scheduling dilemma challenges the
teacher to devise creative avenues to open the door to par-
ents. This is especially true because of the large numbers
of parents who work. More flexible scheduling patterns have
to be developed to accommodate parents (Karnes and Zehrbach
,
1972; Klein, 1977). Evenings seem to be the most practical
time to communicate with parents (Smith, 1970; Benson and
Ross, 1972; Evans, 1973).
Meetings during the evening hours may not totally
solve the problem. Even if parents are willing to attend,
they may be faced with the problem of getting there. Trans-
portation problems are yet another obstacle to improved
parent involvement (Karnes and Zehrbach, 1972; Samuels,
1973). Sayler (1971) suggests that teachers assist parents
in arranging to share transportation to school. Yet, once
transportation is arranged, many parents will not attend
because of other children in the home. Sayler continues by
advising teachers to attempt to arrange babysitting services
at reasonable rates. Parents may collectively hire a local
teenager to provide this service in an empty classroom, the
lounge, or the gym. Samuels (1973) suggests involving
senior citizens to provide support services to parents as
babysitters, drivers or one-to-one tutors.
One of the most frequently overlooked of these cre-
ative approaches is the home visit. The home visit provides
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the teacher with a piethora of information (Sayier 1071 .
Nedler
, 1977). Above all. home visits acknowledge the fact
that the home is an important learning environment. Not
only does the home influence learning but it also serves as
the center of the child's life (Gordon, 1970; Conant. 1971).
The visit gives the teacher the opportunity to meet and
.interact with the child's siblings and the crucial missing
link in parent involvement, the father. Many fathers are
not able to participate because of conflicting schedules
and long work hours. During the home visit, teachers should
focus on the paternal perspective and encourage his partici-
pation (Grissom, 1971; Nelson and Bloom, 1973).
Once the contact is made, the teacher must learn to
reinforce the parental involvement. A follow-up telephone
call or note communicates support and appreciation to the
parent (Smith, 1970; Samuels, 1973). Still other creative
communicative patterns are possible. Samuels (1973) sug-
gests that teachers communicate with and encourage involve-
ment through a brief newsletter. Perrone (1971) recommends
that teachers send home individualized checklists on student
performance. These lists should include creative and posi-
tive suggestions to the parents on ways they can support
learning at home. Creatively or otherwise, it is critical
that educators realize the Importance of actively seeking
parental participation.
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Mechanisms^ Parent Invnl^ nv
Special Education
in
Parent involvement in the special education of their
children with special needs have grown almost immeasurably
past decade. As previously discussed, parents ini-
tially utilized the courts to gain greater involvement in
the planning and placement processes of their children's
education. As a direct result of these parent's struggles for
their children, the judiciary, and now the federal as well
as some state legislatures have guaranteed involvement.
These guarantees are mandated through clearly defined educa-
tional due process procedures.
This section will review some of the research in
the area of parent participation in special education. The
discussion will follow the same lines as it did regarding
parent involvement in regular education. As with the paren-
tal role in the planning and placement process of regular
education, there is an even greater deficiency of empirical
study. Again, the research in this area provides mainly
qualitative data. The results of most studies are frequently
presented in a narrative or descriptive format.
Wetter (1972) used a more traditional research format
when he studied parental attitudes toward learning disabili-
ties. In fact, the introduction to the report mentions the
small number of attempts made to conduct research or develop
theoretical conceptualizations over the past twenty years.
53
This study compared attitudes of parents whose children had
been diagnosed as having a learning disorder with the atti-
tudes of parents whose children did not present a learning
disorder. This is significant because of the relationship
between parental attitudes and the child's rehabilitation
and treatment. The sample was comprised of seventy (70) sets
of parents of children who were pediatric outpatients in a
Los Angeles clinic. Fathers and mothers of both the experi-
mental and control groups were individually administered a
mother-child relationship evaluation.
Wetter (1972) presented three major hypotheses. Ini-
tially he hypothesized that the attitudes of mothers of chil-
dren with a learning disability would show greater over-
protection, overindulgence and rejection toward their child
than would the mothers in the control group. Part of this
hypothesis was supported in that mothers of the groups dif-
fered significantly in their attitudes of overindulgence and
rejection. No differences were observed in the amounts of
overprotection. His second prediction, that fathers would
perceive the child as better adjusted than the mother, was
not supported. Thirdly, he hypothesized that parents of
the learning disabled child would demonstrate greater dis-
agreement in assessing their child's overall adjustment than
the control group parents. The analyses supported this pre-
dict ion
.
Garguilo and Warniment (1976) provide an accurate
54
example of the kind of research that exists in this area.
They, along with a representative but unidentified group of
parents of children with special needs, developed a ques-
tionnaire. Their report failed to state whether the instru-
ment was in fact a questionnaire, interview or simply a
series of interesting and relevant questions. Furthermore,
they did not clearly describe their sample or the procedures
for administering the measure. They indicated that they were
aware that inappropriate labels and misconceptions left par-
ents in a state of confusion, feeling ashamed and embarrassed.
Their questions provide a useful inventory for ad-
dressing and understanding the problems that parents of chil-
dren with special needs face, despite the lack of clarity in
the purpose and design of the experiment. They asked par-
ents about their concerns and the effect of their child's
handicapping condition on the family structure and home life.
The sequence of questions suggests a clear procedure for ad-
dressing some important aspects of parental concern. For
example, question #2: When did you realize that your child
was having learning problems? (p. 474), or #8: How do your
child's teachers react to his or her learning problem? (p.
477). Unfortunately, the questions were not treated as a
survey, thereby preventing a presentation of basic descrip-
tive data. Instead, the results were reported in an un-
analyzed comment form.
The nature of both studies presented here would seem
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to indicate the importance of parent involvement in their
children's education, especially if they have special needs.
Garguilo and Warniment's (1976) questions are not only struc-
tured in a way that suggests the significance of the teach-
er s role but they also ask about the parent's perceptions
of the teacher's reaction to their child. Wetter's (1972)
hypotheses get at the importance of parental assessments of
their child s handicapping condition. He also investigates
\
parental behavior patterns which might serve as preliminary
needs assessment data for parent education or training pro-
grams. Even more than with regular education, parents of
children with special needs require education, training and
support to help them deal with their uniquely different chil-
dren
.
The mechanisms previously discussed under regular
education also apply to the parents of children with special
needs. The two formats discussed in those sections, indivi-
dual and group approaches, will be reviewed here with empha-
sis on the parents of exceptional children.
Individual conferences
. The structure of the individual con-
ference, as a one-to-one interaction, is readily adaptable to
a parent-teacher communication around a special education
concern. Most of the models presented did not differentiate
the use between regular and special education. The key dif-
ference in a parent-teacher interaction is the individual
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educator
.
Most special educat ors are competent and skillful
m working with exceptional children. Many of the skills re-
quired to work effectively with the handicapped child can
be used to facilitate a positive parent communication.
Kroth (1978) identified the factors that may in-
fluence the parent-teacher conference. He translates these
factors into conferencing skills. Initially he recommends
that the teacher, as in regular education, choose a comfor-
table and private place. Secondly, he advises the teacher
to listen closely and carefully because of the insightful
information the parent can provide. Thirdly, he suggests
that the teacher make notes. This is a variation on the
regular education conferencing suggestions. He bases this
suggestion on the teacher's assumption of a professional
posture that tells the parent that what they have to say is
important
. It also provides a way to assure an accurate
record of the interaction. Finally, Kroth discusses the im-
portance of valuing the parent's time. Parents should be
advised of the anticipated length of time they will confer
and how often the meeting will occur. Respect for the parent
and a positive attitude are critical. Kroth states that
"the same positive attitude and feeling of confidence will
produce fruitful results in working with their parents" (p.
90)
.
The group approach . The literature documents several group
1
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efforts that focus specifically on the involvement of the
parents of children with special needs. As previously dis-
cussed. the group approach with parents in a regular educa-
tion setting is presented in two areas: (1) counseling or
support, and (2) information, training or education.
In formation
^
—education and training Information or
education groups tend to focus on providing information on
the special services available to the children or instruct-
mg parents to be service providers. McCloskey (1959) de-
scribes an approach used in some schools. The guidance or
special education staff leads groups which advise parents
on the special education programs and services available in
their school system. This approach is essentially a one way
communication from professional to parent. This does not
limit this type ot group from providing other kinds of in-
formation or even counseling services to parents.
Many of these programs for parents of the handicapped
focus on counseling parents to change their attitude in-
stead of providing the parents with direct help in helping
their children (Lance, 1973). DeGenaro (1973) suggests that
"the parents of many learning disabled children are most an-
xious to help and will do so effectively when they are
properly guided" (p. 105).
In 1961, Auerbach recommended exploration of all as-
pects of the parental situation. He suggested that educators
help parents gain greater knowledge of child development, the
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Parental role and the compfexity of parent-child relations.
He urged schools to support parents who join groups, es-
pecially the parents of children with a special need. Kroth
(1978) cites one commercially produced parent education pro-
gram that is specifically designed for the support of par-
ents of the handicapped:
.-us
.
derbilt Avenue, New York, NY 10017, 1975.
Parents are an untapped resource that special educa-
tors frequently view as being capable of only providing love
Parent information groups can help acquaint the participants
with the nature of certain handicapping conditions, tech-
niques for raising funds for new research and ways to secure
more and better services for their children. Furthermore,
parents can be a part of the plan for the provision of more
and better services.
Abi ams (1977) described a group treatment approach
for the parents of learning disabled children. He recom-
mended a parent group which instructs parents on techniques
for ogserving, diagnosing and assisting the teacher. Other
educators use a clinic or workshop format to get parents to-
gether in a group. Barnett (1974/75) described a model for
an evening learning disabilities clinic which would assist
parents in helping their handicapped children. The five
weekly sessions provided instruction on parenting, child de-
velopment, and diagnostic testing procedures.
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The parents of severely Involved children present yet
another challenge to educatnre TnK o s. In some cases, these parents
face the day-to-day frustrations of dealing with their chil-
dren. Many ol these children, unlike the normal child or
even the learning disabled youngster, can barely learn the
most basic self-care skills. Lance (1973), after surveying
107 parents of children with profound or severe special needs,
identified the self-help skills they felt were critical.
Some of these skills included grooming, toileting and feed-
ing. The program for their children then developed a set of
materials that parents could use on their own after initial
training from the project teachers.
Benson and Ross (1972) described a similar model in
operation in Cicero, Illinois. Their model, for retarded and
multihandicapped children, used the group situation to en-
courage parents to share ideas, information and other neces-
sities like rides and babysitters. The groups were trained
in two three-hour sessions after school. The training
focused on self-care skills and fine motor skills. Parents
were trained in writing and interpreting behavioral objec-
tives for their individual children.
Many school programs use behavior modification tech-
niques to work with students. Finkelstein (1974) described
a model that encouraged total family involvement in the
residential program of their retarded children or siblings.
This program trained parents in the systematic use of be-
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havior modification techniques whether at school or when the
child was visiting home. Adkins (1975) discussed a behavior
modification training approach to facilitate using parents
in the regular or special education classroom. She does not
advise that the newly trained parent work with their own
child in the classroom. The training which resulted in the
parent serving as a one-to-one tutor who would check seat
work or carry out remedial activities. The parents in the
Adkins model were encouraged to carry their learning in be-
havior modification techniques into the home.
Counseling groups
. While many of the programs con-
centrate on sharing information with parents of the handi-
capped, still others focus on providing support or counsel-
ing. Some schools have attempted to create a counseling en-
vironment while teaching, a difficult and conflicting task.
Parents may have a difficult time feeling the trust necessary
to engage in an effective counseling relationship in the
school setting.
Few parents feel comfortable openly sharing their
feelings in a school environment. The possible reasons have
been enumerated earlier in this chapter. Lichter (1976)
called attention to the negative and unhelpful relationships
in which many parents find themselves. He recommends that
schools support parent involvement by providing a group
situation where feelings are shared and accepted by others
with similar concerns. Parents should be listened to care-
ft
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fully and encouraged to develop positive relationships with
other parents and professionals. He further suggests that
these parents join support groups or organizations that help
them understand and deal with other problems.
Frequently, parents of handicapped children have
overwhelming counseling needs. Milliken and Urich (1976)
cite the following difficulties experienced by some parents:
* •
• P arents may be nearly incapacitated by their
child's behavioral and/or learning problems. Manyparents are reluctant to accept their child's prob-lem be it physical, mental or social. They person-
alize their child's difficulty and place the blame
for the difficulty on themselves.
. .
. (p. 60)
Many parents are overwhelmed by the burden they must assume
in caring for a handicapped child. Fotheringham (1974) puts
it most clearly, "In short, the care of a handicapped child
is a much more demanding job than that of the usual child
and requires more of the parents every day" (p. 356). For
some parents the burden and the resulting shame and guilt
may be too much.
The counseling implications for these parents are
far-reaching. Kaplan (1976) recommends that the counselor
recognize strong feelings, emphasize the current reality,
allow the parents to ventilate their feelings and help them
develop problem solving strategies. The counselor working
with these parents can help them learn to cope with their
child's problems and needs both in school and at home.
The problems of the parent of a handicapped child
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are. compounded if the parent is culturally different than the
mainstream. Some culturally different parents are so dis-
trustful of schools that they may not want to risk communica-
tion with the predominantly white and middle class education-
al establishment. Luetke (1976) surveyed 100 Mexican-Ameri-
can parents to investigate their acceptance and understanding
of the education and educators of their hearing impaired chil-
dren. The results indicated that these parents sought in-
volvement with other Spanish-speaking parents as well as
other parents of hearing impaired youngsters. Furthermore,
they wanted parent counseling and information in Spanish.
If parent involvement is critical in regular educa-
tion, then it is crucial in special education. The parents
of handicapped chi ldren need to be provided with as many mech-
anisms for involvement as possible and encouraged to take ad-
vantage of them. The two approaches discussed in this chap-
ter center around the individual and group formats. In many
cases, the teacher or counselor cannot afford the luxury of
meeting with each parent alone. With that in mind, teachers
and counselors should be trained to run groups so that they
attempt to accommodate the needs of a greater number of par-
ents. Special emphasis should be placed on the affective
needs of the parents of handicapped children. The well-being
of the parent can greatly influence the performance and growth
of the child. Schools must reconsider their role in meeting
the total needs of the youngster and his life space.
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Parent Involvement and the Judicial System
Over the past twenty-five years, some parents have
used the judicial system as a vehicle for gaining involve-
ment and guaranteeing redress from schools. This is es-
pecially true for the parents of children with special needs,
whether the need is a physical, emotional or cultural handi-
capping condition. The sequence of events seems to indicate
that parent/student due process procedures have become an
integral part of educational practices, especially with re-
gard to special education issues.
The due process in education refers to the procedures
established to protect and balance the interests of all con-
cerned parties in decisions which affect them (Kirp, 1973).
In the context of special education, the concerned includes
the child with special needs, his or her parents, and the
school community. Each party has different needs which re-
quire an equitable mechanism for airing their concerns and
guaranteeing equal protection. Due process procedures pro-
vide this mechanism.
Over the years, schools have frequently been seen
as the abusers of their control over educational decisions
affecting their clients. As a direct result of this alleged
abuse, some parents have sought redress through the judicial
system. As early as 1919, a Wisconsin parent brought suit on
behalf of his cerebral palsied child's right to gain entry
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to the public school system. Here, the court was asked to
decide on another legal principle, the right to an education.
The State Supreme Court, in Beattie v. the State Board of
Education, ruled that the right of a school age child to at-
tend school cannot be abridged if the child's presence is
not harmful to the best interests of the school. The Beattie
case was one of the first attempts by parents to establish
some precedent for guaranteeing the rights of children with
special needs.
It appears as though the precedent sought over the
years was provided after the famous Brown v. the Board of
Education decision in 1954. The essence of the Brown deci-
sion was that the Fourteenth Amendment does not allow the
state to classify its citizens differently solely because of
their race. The Fourteenth Amendment clearly provides sup-
port and direction in its due process clause which denies
the right of a state to take away life, liberty or property
without appropriate court action. The principle thus estab-
lished in our law is that the state may not erect irrele-
vant barriers to restrict any individual from freedom of
choice in any sector of our society, including education.
Parents with professional supporters began to take
advantage of these newly interpreted legal precedents. They
chose varying routes to guarantee the rights of their chil-
dren. Some, like Beattie in 1919, fought to assure that each
child, regardless of his handicapping condition, would have
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access to a free public education. The parents of children
in institutions struggled to guarantee their right to treat-
ment as well as an education. Yet few decisions surpassed
the precedents established by the Brown decision.
The Brown decision and the due process principle
provided parents with a judicial vehicle with which they
could extend their rights and the rights of their children.
Yoshida and Gottlieb (1977) suggest that this extension was
accomplished in three distinct stages. The first stage in-
volved the miscl assi f icat ion of some children and their en-
suing inappropriate placement in classes for the educably
mentally retarded ( EMR ) . Cases like Diana v. the State Board
of Education and Stewart v. Phillips, both in 1970, provided
legal data that found placement in EMR or special classes
was stigmatizing. These cases also called attention to the
racially biased procedures used by many school systems to
place minority children in special classes. This first
stage provided firm guarantees in support of each child's
right to a non-discriminatory evaluation.
The second stage provided an arena for the growing
consumer and advocacy movement to become involved in educa-
tion through various class action suits. These groups
focused their efforts on guaranteeing educational services
for the more severely handicapped children. Many of these
children had been hidden away in state hospitals, denied or
excluded from access to a public education. The advocacy
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or consumer group legal involvement is evidenced by three
cases, two of which have been decided. Pennsylvania Associ-
ation for Retarded Children (PARC) v. the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania (1971) resulted in the court deciding that the
state could not postpone, delay, or deny mentally retarded
children's right to a public education. The Maryland As-
sociation for Retarded Children (MARC) sued the State of
Maryland on the right to education principle also. The
court ruled that the state must assume full financial re-
sponsibility for the education of all children, regardless
of their handicapping condition. Finally, the Massachusetts
Association for Retarded Children (MARC) awaits a decision
after bringing suit against Governor Michael Dukakis for not
providing sufficient funds and services to the retarded
citizens of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This suit
places special emphasis on those retarded citizens residing
in institutions financed by the Commonwealth.
Finally, the passage of Chapter 766 and P.L. 94-142
specifically mandated that all handicapped children are en-
titled to a free and appropriate education in the least re-
strictive environment. "Each of the three stages in the
evolution of the due process procedures resulted in an in-
crease in the rights of the child and his parents and con-
comitant eroding of the schools' authority in making place-
(Yoshida and Gottlieb, 1977, p. 17).ment decisions"
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Parent involvement and special education legislation Educa .
tion has been greatly Influenced by the impact of special
education legislation. Historically, special education has
built a case for the isolation and separation of those chil-
dren who learn differently. Recently, educators have had to
re-assess their attitudes and tactics for providing "special"
educat ion
.
Initially educators, both special and regular, ques-
tioned their purposes in separating children who learned
differently. The initial investigations focused on those
children who exhibited minimal learning problems. A move-
ment developed that advocated for the inclusion of these
children. This movement was and is called "mainstreaming."
As the movement developed into an educational concept, par-
ents and professionals joined together to look at the oppor-
tunities provided for those children who exhibited even more
profound learning problems. These groups found young people
in environments ranging from the basements of regular
schools to the back wards of state schools and hospitals.
Most of these children were receiving little or no education-
al services.
These parents and educators sought assistance and
redress for these children. They advocated in school sys-
tems, sued in the courts, and lobbied in their state and
federal legislature in support of the unserved and under-
served. They wanted these children with special needs to
I
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be integrated into the "mainstream" of American educational
institutions. These collaborative efforts have resulted in
a common goal: the placement of each child in the least re-
strictive and most positive learning environment.
Finally
,
these collaborative efforts paid off hand-
somely in some fourteen states as well as the federal
bureaucracy. As early as 1966, the Federal Office of Educa-
tion created the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
(BE1I). The major activities of BEH are the development of
policies and programs for the handicapped as well as disper-
sion of funds to support programs for the handicapped. In
1972, the legislature of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
framed P.L. Chapter 766, believed to be one of the first
"Bill of Rights" for the handicapped. The "Education of All
Handicapped Children Act" or P.L. 94-142 was passed by the
federal legislature in 1975. Chapter 766, the model for 94-
142, emphasized the importance of parental involvement and
due process. Furthermore, under 94-142, BEH provides assis-
tance and support to states in the development and implemen-
tation of appropriate educational programming for the handi-
capped .
Both of these pieces of landmark legislation out-
lined specific procedures for parent participation in the
planning process. Parental involvement is mandated in the
development of a child's educational program. The parental
role is finally seen as a critical factor. Educators are now
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required to involve parents. The discussion to follow out-
lines the parental role in Chapter 766. In addition, there
will be a very limited discussion of P.L. 94-142.
Parent involvement and Chapter 766 . Passage of Pub-
lic Law 766 was designed to reform special education prac-
tices and procedures in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
The framers of this legislation and its advocates saw it as
an educational "Bill of Rights" that would guarantee all
children in Massachusetts education, training and assistance.
Using a comprehensive approach, the law requires that each
school system or local education agency (LEA) find and evalu-
ate all children within its jurisdiction, between 3 and 21,
who have special learning needs and/or problems.
Chapter 766 guarantees any individual with special
needs a chance at an equal education as long as he or she
has not received a high school diploma and has a temporary
or permanent intellectual, emotional, sensory or physical
impairment. To that end, this legislation mandates a com-
prehensive evaluation of each child identified. This evalu-
ation results in an individualized program to meet the
child's special need. The law directs the school to provide
the necessary services within the child's local school
dis-
trict. If and when those services are not available
m the
child's local district, then the school system must
locate
and provide services in another school, institution
or pro-
gram.
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Once a child has been identified as having special
needs, Chapter 766 mandates certain specific procedures for
locating and providing the services the child needs to learn
to the best of his or her capabilities. These procedures in-
clude a comprehensive evaluation, individualized programming,
regularly scheduled re-evaluations, and strong parental in-
volvement including redress and appeal procedures. Further-
more,* and possibly most far-reaching, Chapter 766 requires
that advisory bodies be established, composed of parents and
professionals, to monitor the aforementioned procedures.
Chapter 766 has three unique components which have
permanently changed the complexion of education in Massachu-
setts. The first of these components involves the strong
emphasis placed on early intervention without overlooking
those children already in the educative process. In fact,
each local school system is required to screen all kinder-
garten children to discover if any have potential learning
problems. Individualized plans are then designed for those
children who are identified as having difficulties. In this
way, children entering school are met with a program to
facilitate their specific learning and adjustment needs.
Secondly, this legislation has outlined very specific
procedures for the comprehensive evaluation. If it is de-
cided that any child does seem to require special attention,
a meeting is convened by concerned experts. This group oi
individuals, including lay experts, is called the Core Evalu-
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ation Team (CET). The evaluation process that brings them
together is commonly known as the Core. This group, CET,
generally includes local health, social service, education,
guidance, and administrative professionals. Parents also
have the right to attend the Core with anyone they choose
for support or advice (e.g., friend, advocate, social worker,
attorney, or physician).
The CET evaluates a child's needs by investigating
the factors that influence his or her learning abilities.
The evaluation requires that each of the professionals de-
velop a comprehensive assessment in their area of expertise.
The educational assessment, which is usually done by a
guidance counselor or designated teacher, investigates the
child's past and present educational status. The home as-
sessment, which examines the social, family and developmental
history, is usually performed by a social worker, adjustment
counselor or school nurse . This assessment requires a home
visit so that the professional can observe the child in the
family setting. The psychological assessment evaluates the
child's psychological development and adjustment. This as-
sessment is usually carried out by the school psychologist,
consulting psychiatrist or a designee who is licensed to in-
terpret psychological data. Finally, the child receives a
complete medical examination which is performed by a
licensed physician or his supervised designee, usually a
licensed nurse practitioner.
'i
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All of these assessments are combined into a report
which is shared with the child's parents. On the basis of
the report, the CET develops a final educational plan for the
parents approval. The final plan identifies the child's
capabilities, learning style and specific educational goals.
This plan must clearly state, usually in behavioral terms,
what will be done to help the child meet the specified goals
and hpw progress will be measured. Within the plan, the law
provides options to facilitate meeting the objectives. These
options include: a regular school program, a separate pro-
gram within the regular school, a day or residential pro-
gram, a home or hospital, a short-term diagnostic program,
or parent-child instruction. It is significant that the
parent must approve the program prior to implementation.
The third unique component of Chapter 766 relates to
the importance of parent involvement. Initially, parents
have the right to refer their child for an evaluation. Par-
ents also have the right to share in the evaluation process
at any and all times. At the end of the Core process, the
parent must approve and sign the final educational plan. The
schools cannot provide any services without the parent's sig-
nature on the plan. The parent who disagrees with the plan
has redress. Chapter 766 enumerates appeal procedures that
parents can follow to change or modify the plan.
Parents are also instrumental in the advisory proc-
esses of Chapter 766. They must be represented on Regional
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and State Advisory Councils which evaluate educational pro-
grams on the regional and state levels. In addition, state
and local parent groups are supposedly welcome to share in
developing, evaluating and improving Chapter 766 programs.
Obviously, parent involvement is of major impor-
tance in the operation of Chapter 766 programs. Yet, the is-
sue of parent involvement is not a new one for education.
The manner in which the law mandates parental participation
is a revolutionary concept. But, despite the fact that three
years have passed since the law took effect, little evalua-
tive information has been provided on its progress. This is
especially true in light of the directives regarding parent
involvement. As of this date, only thirteen documents are
listed in the entire ERIC collection on Chapter 766. Of
these thirteen entries, few have used a research format to
gather data. More significantly, only three have focused
on parent involvement with the processes of P.L. 766.
Given the previously discussed background, it would
appear that the intent of Chapter 766 to involve parents is
based on sound legal and educational principles. Early in
1975, Smith detailed the problems with the implementation
of P.L. 766. He claimed the law was above all "too general."
Obviously speaking directly to the impact of parental in-
volvement, he stated that "those who have helped frame the
law have taken the attitude that educators are their adver-
saries rather than their colleagues in child advocacy" (p.
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8). Liederman (1975) responded to Smith's charge in support
of the law by stating that "Chapter 766 has brought about
some very constructive dialogues between advocates and law-
makers, and between local government representatives, and
among different kinds of professionals serving their chil-
dren" (p. 16).
Weatherly and Lipsky (1976) reported difficulties in
the implementation of Chapter 766, especially in regard to
parents and regular classroom teachers. They studied the
implementation of the law in three school systems. They dis-
covered a number of problems in the parental involvement com-
ponent of the law. Parents were supposedly working closely
with educators, especially those personnel with highly
specialized skills. However, it was found that "both teach-
ers and parents play a secondary role in relation to special-
ists in the evaluation process" (p. 27). Some school per-
sonnel viewed parents as an unnecessary burden since they
felt they were already including parents to a sufficient de-
gree. This study further reports that there were "frequent
occasions in which school personnel aimed at placating or
avoiding conflict with parents" (p. 28). The study documents
one such incident in which officials plotted to absolve them-
selves of responsibility for mishandling a mother s request
for referral.
On the brighter side, Weatherly and Lipsky (1976) re-
ported that
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® impact of parent participation was both realand anticipatory. Numerous instances were observed
n which the parent made a substantial contributionto the assessment and/or planning process. (p. 28)
Weatherly and Lipsky, on the other hand, frequently saw the
parent as an outsider since he or she usually joins the CET
last, or at least, once the group has been convened. This
can be further complicated, if and when they join the CET,
because they invariably receive the blame, subtly or other-
wise, for their child's problems. Use of jargon or the de-
livery of negative feedback about the child's behavior was
also prevalent. This tactic was used to coerce the parent
into following their planned directions regardless of paren-
tal rights of opinions.
Drew and Lynch (1976) developed a program, Regional
Educational Assessment and Diagnostic Services ( R . E . A . D . S
. )
,
to diagnose and evaluate children going through a Core proc-
ess. They distributed questionnaires on the effectiveness
of their program to the parents of children they had evalu-
ated. One hundred and nine parents responded to questions
involving their satisfaction with the R.E.A.D.S. evaluation
program, their understanding of the evaluation, the realis-
tic nature of the educational plan, their participation in
the evaluation, their understanding of the educational plan,
and their perceptions on the success of the evaluation's
recommendations. The results of the brief survey, seven
questions, indicated that parents felt the R.E.A.D.S. program
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was very successful.
Mitchell (1976) studied the expectations and charac-
teristics of the parents in twenty-five families involved
with due process concerning the education of their children
with special needs. She interviewed those parents who
available themselves of the appeals process under Chapter
766. The study focused on parental attitudes, understanding
of the law, and communication with the school. Mitchell
reported that a majority of the sample group felt that
school personnel had a negative attitude toward Chapter 766.
They further indicated that the schools attempted to ignore
the law through delaying and manipulative tactics or misin-
formation. All of the parents experienced trouble in the
Core evaluation process, specifically the team meeting.
These parents indicated that the school's principal concern
was the added financial burden the child with special needs
placed on them. The school's behavior during the Core
evaluation process discouraged parent input and participa-
tion
.
Liederman (1975), in a discussion of the implementa-
tion of Chapter 766, found that school officials frequently
used a negative approach when dealing with parents in the
Core process. Furthermore, he found that schools were resis-
tant to change. He cites an example of school personnel's
reluctance to attempt to mainstream children with special
needs. In other cases he reported that school administrators
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were unwilling to make schedule changes in order to facili-
tate the provision of services to children with special
needs
.
Yet, all in all, it seems that the difficulties re-
ported in the first few years under Chapter 766 were to be
expected given the history of debate over the issue of parent
involvement. There is still a long way to go before parents
can expect to be considered as a natural and positive force
in all aspects of their child's education, especially if
their child has special needs. As Liederman (1975) con-
cludes,
Special education is now a right to be claimed, not
a service to be begged. That fact must be fully
accepted, and educators and parents alike must un-
derstand their responsibility under the law. Until
a mother or a father of a child with special needs
can enroll a youngster in a public school class
with as much dignity and self-assurance as any other
parent, the goals of Chapter 766 will not be
achieved. (p. 7)
Parent involvement and Public Law 94-142 . A dis-
cussion of parent involvement in special education would be
incomplete without mention of P.L. 94-142. As previously
described, the federal legislature passed 94-142 or the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 1975. All of
the components of 94-142 require parental input, much like
the procedures outlined in Chapter 766.
The major requirements of P.L. 94-142 include:
1 Extensive child identification procedures.
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2. Assurance of full service with a detailed time
t/ d. D .L G •
3. Guarantee of due process procedures.
4. Regular parent or guardian consultation.
5. Maintenance of programs and procedures for
comprehensive personnel development includinginservice training.
6. Assurance that special education is being pro-
vided for all handicapped children in each
,
child's least restrictive environment.
7. Provision of nondiscr iminatory testing and
evaluation
.
8. Policies and procedures that guarantee and pro-
tect confidentiality of data and information.
9. Maintenance of an individualized education pro-
gram for each handicapped child.
10. Provision and guarantee of a free, appropriate
public education at no cost to parents or guar-
dian .
11. Assurance of a surrogate to act for any child
either when parents are unknown or unavailable
or when the child is a ward of the state.
(Harvey, 1978, p. 235)
The framers of P.L. 94-142 obviously realized the im-
portance of the parent in the education of any child. This
is evidenced by the creation of a new parental role which
attempts to further protect the rights of the handicapped
minor or retarded adult. The surrogate parent role and its
finai definition, including the limitations of liability,
have yet to be fully developed. At any rate, the legislators
sought to guarantee that each child would be afforded the
same rights and protection as any other child. This role
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protects that child on the back ward, in the house of cor-
rection, on the streets running scared or at home, uncared
for or abused.
P.L. 94-142 served as the framework for a conceptual-
ized model for parent involvement as described in the law.
Yoshida and Gottlieb (1977) developed the model which ana-
lyzes the law and describes possible parental roles. Ini-
tially they summarized the stages at which parents may be
involved in the appraisal processes of 94-142. The stages
were further broken down to classify the degree of influence
parents might have on the decision made about their children.
The stages or phases in the appraisal process were
presented in three parts. In the initial phase the school
gets the input. Here school appointed personnel gather the
assessment information necessary to fully understand the
child's special needs. This stage is similar to the assess-
ment phase of Chapter 766. In the process or second stage,
the assessors confer, evaluate and compare the information
they have collected. In the third and final stage, produce
,
a decision is made which can result in an educational plan
for the student.
Parents are involved in the input stage as the person
who gives permission to do an evaluation and then provides
information on the child. Also, in this phase, parents are
asked to give their preference for the program for their
child.
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In the process phase parents may be actively or pas-
sively involved. If the parent is passive then they simply
supply the assessors with the necessary information on the
child s development and home life. If they are active then
they attend the conferences and recommend alternatives or
clarify for the team.
Finally, they assume the critical role of legitim-
izer. All of the work of the team prior to the final phase
can be negated if the parent does not agree and rejects the
plan. It is this phase that provides the parent and the
child with the due process protection described at length
earl ier
.
In summary, P.L. 94-142 requires educators to revise
and reassess their procedures for interacting with parents.
They are going to have to investigate some alternative or
creative approaches to involving parents. The participation
is inevitable because of the clearly outlined guidelines pro-
vided with this landmark legislation.
CHAPTER I I I
METHODOLOGY
The Sample
One hundred and ten (110) parents comprised the final
sample used in this study. The sample was obtained in two
ways. The first, and primary, approach used in securing the
sample involved the different parent councils of the Massa-
chusetts Office for Children (see letter in the Appendix).
The 766 Committees of the forty-two councils were contacted.
Interested committees or individual members were trained to
administer the measure used in the study.
The second approach involved the utilization of the
parent contacts of the candidate and his committee members.
These parents, who have been involved in Chapter 766, were
interviewed by the candidate or his committee chairperson.
As anticipated, these parents constituted approximately five
percent of the total sample.
This approach to securing a sample was used because
of the difficulties in obtaining parents directly through
the schools, programs or institutions. As a direct result
or indirect result of various types of special education
regulations, institutions are required to complete a multi-
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plicity of forms, questionnaires and reports. With that in
mind, it was felt that special educators' valuable time
should not be consumed with additional paperwork. In addi-
tion, laws governing confidentiality do not allow educational
institutions or the Department of Education to give outsiders
the names and addresses of parents or students for research
purposes
.
Furthermore, because of the nature of this research
study, it was better in many ways to obtain the sample out-
side of schools. It is felt that a more representative and
balanced sample was obtained. Schools were not used to dis-
tribute the measure because it was felt that only satisfac-
torily involved parents would respond. Also, parents may
not have been as candid if they felt their responses would
affect services to their children. The study attempted to
gather data from parents who would provide clear, honest and
constructive feedback.
The data for this study was obtained through inter-
views. The content of the interview was determined by the
nature of the specific hypotheses (see Hypotheses section).
A copy of the interview is included in the Appendix. Certain
minor changes were made after pilot testing with about
twenty-five (25) parents. These changes, corrections and
additions are provided in the Appendix in a document entitled
"Additional Information." A list of definitions for tech-
nical or specialized terms is also included in the Additional
H3
Information document in the Appendix. The objective was to
provide an interview that would be easily understood by par-
ents of varying educational levels.
The interview form was distributed at various group
meetings where individuals, primarily parents, were trained
to administer the measure. The interviewers were required
to participate in a two-hour training session which focused
on the specifics of the interview form used in the study. At
the training session each interviewer was given an "Inter-
view Training Manual" which outlines, in a step-by-step for-
mat, the procedure for administering the interview (see copy
in the Appendix).
It was hoped that this training would have carry
over for the participants. The skills provided may help the
parents, advocates and community members gain a better un-
derstanding of the potential of using a research format to
document, plan or evaluate their efforts. In addition, it
was felt that the presentation of the study, along with the
training, would encourage some parents or groups to seek
recognition or funding for their future projects.
S t at ist leal Anal ysi
s
The bulk of the statistical analysis for this study
was done using descriptive statistics. Among the variables
investigated were the following; the knowledge of the law,
the clarity of parental understanding of the law, the degree
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of satisfaction with the effectiveness of the law, the qual-
ity of communication with the school since the law, the
treatment of parents by school personnel, the quality of
services since the law's implementation, parental perceptions
of the school's individualization of their child with special
needs program, and the quantity of services to children with
special needs since the implementation of Chapter 766
.
Specific Hypotheses
The basic underlying principle of Chapter 766 in-
volves the integration of children wiLh special needs into
the regular educational environment. This integration
process is commonly known as "mainstreaming." The law man-
dates that mainstreaming occur to the greatest extent pos-
sible. The extent of the children with special needs' in-
clusion in the mainstream is based on a specific set of
guidelines outlined in the law. These procedures include:
a comprehensive evaluation of the child, programming indivi-
dualized to meet the child's specific needs, re-evaluations
to assess the effectiveness of the placement, and strong
parental involvement, including redress and appeal proce-
dures
.
The main focus of this study is parent involvement
in the implementation of the law and their understanding and
part ic i pat i on in its processes. This study investigates
parents' perceptions of the law, its effectiveness and re-
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sultant changes. Specifically, it was expected that the
parents of children with special needs would report that
the following changes have occurred since the enactment and
implementation of Public Law Chapter 766:
1* ^ greater level of parental involvement in their
child's education.
A greater level of parental involvement in
the planning of their child's program.
A greater level of parental involvement in
monitoring their child's educational program.
More and better communication with school,
program or institutional personnel working
with their children with special needs.
2. A thorough understanding of the law and their
rights guaranteed by the law.
3. A greater satisfaction with special education
services as a result of Chapter 766.
An improvement in the quality of services
provided to their children with special needs.
A greater level of individualization in their
child with special needs program.
A greater quantity of services provided to
their child with special needs.
CHAPTER I V
RESULTS
The results of this study are presented in this chap-
ter. Initially, descriptive data are provided. Then the
data on the specific hypotheses described in Chapter III are
presented. Finally, data on other issues addressed in the
interview are discussed. Tables are provided that contain
the specific statistical results.
The purpose of this study was to determine the effec-
tiveness of Chapter 766 from a parental perspective. In or-
der to assess the overall effectiveness, parents were asked
about their levels of involvement in their exceptional
child's education, their understanding of the law and their
satisfaction with special education services since the law's
implement at ion
.
Descriptive Data
At the beginning of the interview parents were asked
to describe their exceptional children's age, grade level and
disability. Parents were also asked about their level of
education and their participation in organizations for the
handicapped. The parents interviewed had children ranging
from age 3 through 21, the ages covered under 766. Table 1
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presents these findings. The ages are reported by school
clusters (e.g., pre-school, 3-4; elementary, 5-11; etc.).
The largest group of children, 43%, fell in the elementary
age cluster. Close to equal amounts are found in the junior
high and senior high school groups, 23% and 22% respective-
ly. The pre-school and post-high school age clusters com-
prised equal amounts, 6%.
TABLE 1
CHILDREN'S AGES
3-4 5-11 12-14 15-18 19-21
6% 43% 23% 22% 6%
Parents were asked about their exceptional child's
present school placement. About 1/3 or 30% of the sample's
children were in a special class. The elementary population
comprised about 28% of the children while 18% were in junior
high and 6% in senior high school. Seven percent (7%) were
in pre-school and 3% were in kindergarten. As shown on
Table 2, the remaining 3% of the sample's children attended
a vocational school, 1%, or an alternative school, 2%.
TABLE 2
CHILDREN'S GRADE--REPORTED BY LEVELS
PRE-
SCHOOL
KINDER-
GARTEN
ELEMEN-
TARY
JR.
HIGH
SR.
HIGH
SPECIAL
CLASS
VOC.
SCHOOL
ALTERNATIVE
SCHOOL
7% 3% 28% 18% 6% 30% 1% 2%
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Parents’ reports on their child’s disability were
categorized as either mild-moderate or severe. As indicated
Table 3, the largest group was the learning disabled fol-
lowed by the mentally retarded. The smallest groups, both
pre and post 766, were the emotionally disturbed and speech
and language handicapped.
TABLE 3
COMPOSITION OF THE SAMPLE'S CHILDREN
BY SPECIAL NEED
SPECIAL NEED MILD-MODERATE SEVERE TOTALS
PRE POST PRE POST PRE POST
Mental Retardation 10 12 8 6 18 18
Blind/Deaf 5 6 10 9 15 15
Brain Damaged 7 8 8 7 15 15
Learning Disabled 19 26 10 10 29 36
Speech and Language 4 4 3 3 7 7
Emotional Disturbance 4 9 6 4 10 13
Descriptive data on the parents themselves was col-
lected in two areas: their level of education and their mem-
bership in an organization for the handicapped. Table 4 pre-
sents the parental levels of education. A total of 89% of
the sample completed high school or more. The breakdown in-
cluded 30% high school graduates while 45% were two or four
year college graduates. Furthermore, 14% of the sample had
some graduate school training.
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TABLE 4
PARENTS' EDUCATION
LESS THAN
HIGH SCHOOL
HIGH
SCHOOL
2 YEAR
COLLEGE
4 YEAR
COLLEGE
GRADUATE
SCHOOL
11% 30% 17% 28% 14%
Furthermore, the results indicated that almost half
of the sample, 45%, belonged to an organization for children
with special needs. As shown on Table 5, 54% of the sample
reported no affiliation with a group working for the handi-
capped
.
TABLE 5
PARENTS' MEMBERSHIP IN ORGANIZATIONS
FOR THE HANDICAPPED
YES NO NA ORNO RESPONSE
4 5% 54% 1%
Hypothesis One
Hypothesis One investigates the degree of parental
involvement in their exceptional child's education. In or-
der to ascertain this, the CORE evaluation process was di-
vided into four stages. This was done because of the CORE
evaluation's importance as an indicator of parental partici-
pation in the planning and placement of their child. lable 6
specifies the parental attendance at the various CORE stages.
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Ninety percent of the parents reported that they attended the
CORE meeting itself. The referral meeting was attended by
48% of the parents while 41% did not attend this initial
meeting. Over half of the sample indicated that they at-
tended the pre-CORE conference. Finally, 60% of the sample
attended the follow-up CORE activities. This supports the
prediction, under hypothesis one, that parents would be more
involved in the monitoring of their exceptional child's pro-
gram.
TABLE 6
PARENTAL ATTENDANCE TO CORE EVALUATION
ACTIVITIES
MEETING
RESPONSES
YES NO DID NOT KNOW
Referral 48% 41% 11%
Pre-CORE 57% 36% 7%
CORE 90% 5% 5%
Follow-up 60% 31% 9%
Parents were asked to compare the nature of their
communication with school personnel as a part of the first
hypothesis. The results indicate that 1/3 of the sample
finds communication to be better. The parents that respond-
ed "Worse" comprised 9% of the sample while 14% responded
"Fair." No information was available on the quality of com-
munication prior to 766 for the 34% that reported Ihe
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Same" (see Table 7).
TABLE 7
THE NATURE OF COMMUNICATION SINCE 766
WITH SCHOOL PERSONNEL
MUCH
BETTER BETTER
THE
SAME FAIR WORSE NA/DK
9% 24% 34% 14% 9% 11%
Parents were also asked, under the first hypothesis,
to give their general impression of the way school personnel
treated them. As shown on Table 8, 70% of the parents re-
ported that school personnel made them "feel like an impor-
tant part" of their child's education since 766. This is
compared to 41% prior to the implementation of Chapter 766.
Over 3/4 of the sample, or 77%, indicated that the school
personnel are now listening to their concerns as compared
to 56% prior to the law. Prior to the passage of 766 a total
of 39% of the sample reported that school personnel either
made them feel inferior or left them out. Since 766, over
half or 54% indicated agreement with the negative statements.
Hypothesis Two
The second hypothesis predicts that parents will have
a thorough understanding of Chapter 766 and their rights
guaranteed under the law. Therefore, parents were asked to
describe how clearly they understood the processes and their
PARENTS'
GENERAL
IMPRESSION
OF
THE
TREATMENT
RECEIVED
FROM
SCHOOL
PERSONNEL
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rights (see Table 9). The majority, 75%, understood why
their child was referred but almost 1/3 or 32% did not have
any information on their rights. Over 1/3 of the sample
lacked information in other critical areas: their right to
participate, 38%; the CORE Process, 33%; and their right to
reject the final educational plan, 37%. Less than 1/3 re-
ported no information in the following categories: right to
representation, 29%; the assessments, 28%; right to an inde-
pendent evaluation, 27%; right to appeal, 26%; and right to
quarterly progress reports, 24%.
The second hypothesis also asked parents to indicate
who told them about the 766 process and their rights. As
Table 10 specifies, parents reported that school people pro-
vided the most information in the following areas: the ways
the child was to be helped, 60% of the sample; the final
educational plan, 60%; the assessments and results, 53%. On
the other hand, schools provided the sample with information
in areas like the reason for referral, 26% of the parents;
parental rights, 29%; parental right of appeal, 30%; and
right to representation, 32%.
Over half of the parents, 57%, gathered their own in-
formation regarding their child's referral. Furthermore, 34/o
of the parents learned about their rights on their own. The
advocate provided information or assistance to 20% of the
parents about their right to appeal the school's placement
decision. Otherwise, the advocate was involved with about an
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TABLE 9
CLARITY OF PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE AND UNDERSTANDING
OF CHAPTER 766 PROCESSES
PROCESS VERY
CLEAR CLEAR
NO INFO
AT ALL NA
Why was child referred? 36% 39% 17% 8%
Your rights as a parent. 25% 39% 32% 4%
The CORE Process. 17% 44% 33% 6%
Your right to participate. 14% 45% 38% 3%
Your right to representation.
The assessments and the
26% 39% 19% 6%
results
.
16% 49% 18% 7%
Your right to an independent
evaluation
.
23% 45% 17% 5%
The final Educational Plan.
Your right to quarterly
10% 51% 32% 7%
progress reports on the child. 30% 41% 24% 5%
Ways your child is to be
helped.
Your right to reject final
12% 52% 31% 5%
Educational Plan. 16% 43% 37% 4%
Your right to appeal school's
placement of your child. 26% 42% 26% 6%
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TABLE 10
PARENTAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT
CORE EVALUATION PROCESSES
LEARNED FROM:
PROCESS SCHOOL
PEOPLE
MY-
SELF
ADVO-
CATE
SOCIAL
AGENCY
TWO
SOURCES NA
1 . Why was your child
referred? 26% 57% 6% 2% 6% 3%
2. Your rights are a
Parent
.
29% 34% 14% 1% 13% 9%
3. The CORE Process. 48% 17% 14% — 11% 10%
4 . Your right to
participate
.
37% 27% 14% 1% 16% 5%
5. Your right to
representation
.
32% 26% 15% 13% 14%
6 . The assessments
and the results. 53% 18% 9% 3% 10% 7%
7. Your right to an
independent
evaluation
.
43% 21% 14% 1% GOTO /0 13%
8. The final
Educational Plan. 60% 17% 7% — 8% 8%
9. Your right to quar-
terly progress re-
ports on the
child
.
46% 16% 10% 5% 23%
10. Ways your child is
to be helped. 66% 14% 7% — 7% 6%
11. Your right to re-
ject final
Educational Plan. 49% 22% 12% ... 8% 9%
12 . Your right to
appeal school's
placement of
your child. 30% 26% 20% — 9% 15%
9(5
equal percentage of the sample in the following areas: the
parental right to representation, 15% and parental rights
in general, the CORE Process, the parental right to partici-
pate and the right to an independent evaluation, all 14% of
the sample.
Figure 1 may present a clearer representation of the
relationship between the major providers of information. The
two payers and human service agency categories on Table 10
were eliminated from the graph. The numbered processes on
Figure 1 are matched with the numbered statements on Table 10
Figure 1 indicates the high level of parental information
collection in the first two processes. This trend declines
in the third process only to rise in the fourth and fifth
and decline again.
Parents receive the most information from schools
about the CORE Process, the assessments and results, the
final educational plan, and the ways their child was going
to be helped. The school provided information to fewer par-
ents regarding the reason for the referral and the parental
rights. Schools also failed to inform a significant number
of parents about their right to representation, legal or
otherwise
.
The advocate's role in providing information to par-
ents in this sample was minimal. They provided
assistance
to the largest number of parents in advising
them of their
right to appeal. The advocacy groups supported
an equal num
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ber of parents with those processes, 2-5, that involve pa-
rental rights.
Hypothesis Three
Hypothesis three investigates the levels of parental
satisfaction with special education services since the imple-
mentation of the law. Parents were asked to report on their
satisfaction with special education services pre- and post-
766. As shown on Table 11, a total of 31% of the sample in-
dicated dissatisfaction prior to 766 as compared to 18% since
the law's implementation. On the other hand, over half of
the parents, 56%, reported satisfaction since 766 as compared
to 53% prior to the law's passage.
TABLE 11
PARENTAL SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES
LEVEL OF
SATISFACTION PRE-766
POST-766
Very Satisfied 11% 26%
Satisfied 16% 30%
Somewhat Satisfied 26% 23%
Dissat isf ied 14% 10%
Very Dissatisfied 17% 8%
Not Applicable 16% 3%
Parents were also asked to indicate their "personal"
satisfaction with the results of the implementation of
Chap-
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ter 766. Eighty-three percent of the total sample reported
that they were satisfied with the results of Chapter 766.
The levels of satisfaction were broken down into three
categories: very satisfied, 23%; satisfied, 32%; and somewhat
satisfied, 28%. In contrast, 8% of the sample indicated dis-
satisfaction while 7% reported that they were very dissatis-
f ied
.
' \
Hypothesis three further asks parents about the qual-
ity of services since 766 (see Table 12). Over 2/3 of the
sample indicated that the quality of services was better.
Again information was not available on the quality of ser-
vices before 766 for the 10% that reported "The Same." Nine
percent reported services had worsened.
TABLE 12
QUALITY OF SERVICES POST-766
BETTER THE SAME WORSE NA
6 3% 10% 9% 18%
The helpfulness of school personnel was also con-
sidered under the overall quality of services since the pas-
sage of the law. School administrators were judged most
helpful by 53% of this sample. The special education ad-
ministrator and the special class teacher were judged equally
helpful by 49% of the parents followed by the school psychol-
ogist and the principal by 47%. As shown on Table 13, the
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TABLE 13
PARENTS' JUDGMENT OF THE HELPFULNESS
OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL
PERSONNEL
Administrators
Resource Room Teacher
School Psychologist
Counselor
Social Worker
Speical Education Administrator
Principal
Special Class Teacher
Learning Disability Teacher
Speech Therapist
Regular Class Aide
Resource Room Aide
Physical Therapist
Regular Class Teacher
HELPFUL NOT HELPFUL NA
53% 37% 10%
42% 14% 44%
47% 38% 15%
32% 22% 46%
19% 13% 68%
49% 31% 20%
46% 38% 15%
49% 9% 42%
35% 15% 50%
28% 17% 55%
30% 8% 62%
9% 5% 86%
11% 4% 85%
35% 8% 57%
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resource room teacher was judged helpful by 42% of the sam-
ple. On the other hand, over 1/3 of the parents described
the school administrators, school psychologists, and princi-
pal as not helpful. In addition, 31% indicated that the
special education administrator was not helpful.
Hypothesis three further predicted a greater level
of individualization in the exceptional child's program.
Thirty' (30%) percent of the parents reported most of their
child's program was individualized, while 24% indicated all
of the program was individually tailored to their child's
needs. A total of 37% of the parents reported half to very
little of the program was designed specifically for their
children (see Table 14).
TABLE 14
INDIVIDUALIZATION OF THE CHILD'S PROGRAM
BY THE SCHOOL AS PERCEIVED BY THE
PARENTS SINCE 766
ALL MOST HALF SOME VERY LITTLE NONE NA
24% 30% 12% 15% 10% 5% 4%
The delivery of services (Table 15) and the length
of time required to deliver the services (Table 16) were
considered in the individualization question in the third
hypothesis. Some parents, 36%, reported that the
services
were delivered partially while 34% indicated that
they were
delivered fully. The length of time required to
deliver the
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services varied irom 1 week, 22%, to 8 months or more, 7%.
Almost 1/3 of the parents, 30%, did not know or failed to
respond to the length of time question.
TABLE 15
SCHOOL'S DELIVERY OF SERVICES UNDER 766 AFTER
COMPLETION OF THE EDUCATIONAL PLAN AS
REPORTED BY PARENTS
YES YES YES NO NOTTOTALLY PARTIALLY MINIMALLY APPLICABLE
34% 36% 13% 11% 6%
TABLE 16
LENGTH OF TIME REQUIRED FOR THE SCHOOL TO DELIVER
SERVICES AFTER COMPLETION OF THE EDUCATIONAL
PLAN AS REPORTED BY PARENTS
1
WEEK
2-3
WEEKS
4-6
WEEKS
7 3
WEEKS-MONTHS
4-5
MONTHS
6-8
MONTHS
8 +
MONTHS NA
22% 12% 11% 12% 2% 4% 7% 30%
Finally, hypothesis three predicts a greater quantity
of services since the passage of the law. The largest group,
90%, responded affirmatively to the receipt of testing and
diagnostic services since 766. This is 27% greater than the
parents who responded affirmatively in the same category
prior to the law. Table 17 further indicates that parents
reported the receipt of learning disability services im-
proved significantly, 34%, since the introduction of 766.
Reports of reading specialist services more than doubled,
RECEIPT
OF
SERVICES
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from 14% to 30% since 766. Reports of resource room ser-
vices also increased significantly from 9% to 25%.
Additional Data
Parents provided other meaningful data that was not
predicted in a hypothesis format. Labeling of children is
critical in the non-discriminatory evaluation required under
Chapter 766. Parents reported on the degree of labeling
since 766 as shown in Tables 18 and 19. In Table 20, parents
indicated that their children were labeled the same while 21%
reported less and 16% reported more since 766. Currently,
68% of the sample reported little or no labeling. On the
other hand, 22% indicated that their child is labeled now.
The amount of time the child with special needs
spends in the regular class is the only categorization used
in the regulations of Chapter 766. In fact, the time per-
centages used in the interview question are drawn directly
from the descriptions of the most commonly used prototypes,
502.2, 502.3, and 502.4 (see the regulations of Chapter 766
for these items). Therefore, this data provides more informa-
tion about the degree of categorization or labeling prior to
and since the passage of 766.
As shown on Table 20, 47% of the parents indicated
that their children spent 60% to 100% in the regular class
since 766 as compared to 36% prior to the law. Almost half,
45%, reported that they did not know before 766 as
compared
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TABLE 18
DEGREE OF LABELING SINCE CHAPTER 766
MORE THESAME
SOMEWHAT
LESS LESS NOT AT ALL
NA OR
NO RESPONSE
16% 35% 00$3 13% 14% 14%
TABLE 19
PRESENT LABELING STATUS OF CHILDREN
NOT LABELED LABELED NA OR NO RESPONSE
68% 22% 10%
TABLE 20
PARENTAL REPORTS ON THE AMOUNT OF TIME
THEIR CHILD SPENDS IN THE REGULAR CLASS
AMOUNT OF TIME PRE-766 POST-766
60% to 100% 36% 47%
25% to 60% 6% 6%
0% to 25% 13% 26%
NA or Do Not Know 45% 21%
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to 21% since.
Parents provided important information on the role
of the advocate. An overwhelming 86% reported that they were
aware of the advocate role (Table 21), while 58% indicated
that they were not assisted by an advocate (Table 22).
TABLE 21
PARENTAL KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT AN
ADVOCATE IS
YES NO NA OR NO RESPONSE
86% 12% 2%
TABLE 22
PARENT
'
S
REPORT OF ADVOCATE
ASSISTANCE
YES NO NA OR NO RESPONSE
39% 58% 3%
Parents were further queried about the helpfulness
of the advocate. Within the group receiving advocacy assis-
tance, 29% reported that the advocate was very helpful. As
shown on Table 23, 15% of the group described the advocacy
services as somewhat helpful to slightly helpful. Over half
of the sample, 56%, responded that this service did not ap-
ply to them. Twenty-four percent of this sample that used
advocacy services located them through the Office for Chil-
dren (OFC ) . Eighteen percent located their advocate else-
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where. Over 1/3 of the sample, 39%, reported that they had
no assistance from an advocate (see Table 24).
TABLE 23
HELPFULNESS OF THE ADVOCATE
VERY SOMEWHAT HELPFUL SLIGHTLY NOT HELPFUL NA
29% 5% 5% 5% — 56%
TABLE 24
LOCATION OF ADVOCATE
NO THE OFFICE FOR LOCATED NA OR
ADVOCATE FEDERATION CHILDREN ELSEWHERE NO RESPONSE
39% — 24% 18% 19%
Finally, the parents in this sample reported on atti-
tude changes. Parents were asked to report on their percep-
tions of the developmental changes their child experienced
since the implementation of Chapter 766. Over half of the
sample indicated improvement in the following areas: school
work, 60% of the sample; independence, 56%; and self-image,
60%. Fifty-eight percent indicated that there was no change
with regard to sibling relationships while 54% reported no
change in parental relationships. As shown in Table 25, 16/o
of the sample reported that their child's behavior problems
worsened while 14% indicated that their child’s self-image
had deteriorated.
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TABLE 25
PARENT'S REPORT OF CHANGES IN PERCEIVING THEIR
CHILDRENS' DEVELOPMENT SINCE 766
CHANGES IN PERCEIVING IMPROVED THE SAME WORSENED NA
How the child sees
him/herself 53% 26% 14% 7%
School work 60% 22% 11% 7%
Getting along with
peers
Getting along with
42% 46% 6% 6%
sisters and brothers 26% 58% 9% 7%
Behavior problems
Getting along with
35% 42% 16% 7%
parents 35% 54% 7% 4%
Attitude toward
specialists 37% 44% 7% 12%
Attitude toward regular
class teacher 34% 38% 8% 20%
Attitude toward
Resource room teacher 18% 23% 3% 56%
Independence 56% 34% 3% 7%
Parents were also queried about their attitude
changes since 766. Attitudinal improvement was reported to-
ward the following: their child's education, 66% of the sam-
ple; their efforts for their child, 65%; and their child's
future, 64%. The public's attitude, according to 54% of the
parents, has remained the same. Thirty-six percent of the
sample indicated their attitude was the same with regard to
their local school system and the school personnel. As
shown on Table 26, 10% or more reported a deterioration in
their attitude toward their child's future, the local school
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system, and the school personnel.
TABLE 26
PARENTAL ATTITUDE CHANGES SINCE 766
ATTITUDE TOWARD BETTER THE SAME WORSE NA
Your child's future 64% 20% 14%
O0'Z /o
Your child's education 66% 24% 8% 2%
Your local school system 45% 36% 13%
6%
School personnel 51% 36% 10%
3%
Public's attitude 31% 54% 9%
6%
Your efforts 65% 24%
8% 3%
Parents also reported on the attitude changes
of
others toward their exceptional child. The
attitude of the
school personnel had improved according
to 42% of the sam-
ple. As shown on Table 27, 23% of
the parents reported atti-
tude improvement by the child's
relatives while 22% indi-
cated movement in a positive direction
by the child's peers.
The majority of the sample indicated that
the attitude of
others remained the same. For
example, 76% of the parents
found the attitude of the neighbors
were the same, 71% found
the attitude of the relatives
the same and 64% found the
general public's attitude
unchanged. Only 9% reported
that
school personnel's attitude
had deteriorated along with
7%
Who indicated that peer
attitudes had also worsened.
TABLE 27
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PARENT REPORTS OF ATTITUDE CHANGES OF
OTHERS SINCE 766
ATTITUDE OF BETTER THE SAME WORSE NA
Peers 22% 61% 7% 10%
Neighbors 15% 76% 3% 6%
Relatives 23% 71% 1% 5%
School personnel 42% 44% 9% 5%
School committee 17% 38% 4% 41%
General public 20% 64% 4% 12%
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
This chapter will discuss the results presented in
Chapter IV. Inferences will be made based on the data pro-
vided by the sample parents. The limitations in the use of
the research findings will be discussed. Furthermore, im-
plications for practice and policy making as well as recom-
mendations for further research will be made.
Descriptive Data
Basic descriptive information was provided by the
sample parents. Almost 1/3 of the sample indicated that
their children were of elementary age, 5-11, while about
half reported that their children attended elementary school.
This age-grade placement differential may result from the
significant number of special class placements. In general,
there was greater representation of parents of elementary
aged youngsters in this study
.
Further, the parents of children with certain handi-
capping conditions were also represented more than others in
the sample. The sample contained a greater number of parents
of learning disabled children than any other category.
The
reason for the greater number of children in this
group may
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be the wide range of exceptionalities included in the learn-
ing disability category and the greater frequency of occur-
rence of this category in the general population. The par-
ents of the mentally retarded were the second most involved
in this study. This high degree of involvement may be due
to the long history of activity and visibility of organized
groups for the mentally retarded. This is further evidenced
by the involvement of the Associations for Retarded Citizens/
Children (ARC) in various landmark legal decisions. In ad-
dition, these groups frequently receive publicity and support
from nationally prominent figures who are sensitive to and
concerned about mental retardation issues. The higher repre-
sentation may be further supported by early diagnostic proce-
dures for certain types of retardation. These parents may
have sought assistance and support because of the early iden-
tification .
This sample consisted of an active group of parents
recruited primarily from advocacy groups. The parent volun-
teers interviewed their friends and other parents who were
not directly involved in organized groups. Therefore, these
groups might be seen as networks providing an access to im-
portant or relevant activities through their common friend-
ships or knowledge of active group members.
Furthermore, the significance of the sample parents
educational levels becomes more obvious when compared with
the state census information on adults' education in Massa-
114
chusetts. The census presented educational information on
two adult age groups: 18 through 24 and 25 or older. For
the purposes of this study, it is assumed that most of the
parents of school age children, including those in the sam-
ple, would fall into the 25 and above group.
The census data indicated that 27% of the 25 and
above category had not finished high school. Eleven percent
of the sample parents had not completed high school. The
census continues by reporting that 59% of the adults state-
wide had finished four years of high school while 30% of the
sample had completed high school. Twenty-eight percent of
the sample finished college as compared to 13% of the state
adult population. Furthermore, 17% of the sample reported
that they had completed a two year college program and 14%
indicated that they had engaged in graduate studies.
Thus, in interpreting the results, it is important to
consider that the sample represents "the cream of the crop"
parents whose educational levels and activity in advocacy
groups was much greater than that of the average parent i
n
the Commonwealth. In light of the difference between this
sample and the general population of Massachusetts, considera-
tion must be given to those parents who have not received
the benefits of formal educational training beyond high
school. This group, while perhaps as committed and concerned
about, their individual children, may lack the confidence
and
assertiveness to deal with highly educated school personnel.
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Although it is impossible to predict the responses of par-
ents of lower educational levels, it might be assumed that
they would be either less satisfied or not serviced as well.
Hypothesis One
The first hypothesis sought information on the in-
volvement of parents in their exceptional child's education
since the passage of 766. The interview was designed with
different question formats to determine the levels of parent
involvement. Initially, parents were asked specifically
about their involvement in the CORE Evaluation process. The
results indicated that significant numbers did not attent
pre-CORE meetings while a much larger percentage, 95%, at-
tended the CORE team meeting. Furthermore, once they at-
tended the CORE, there was a noticeable increase in the num-
bers who attended the follow-up meetings.
Initially, in any discussion of involvement, it is
important to point out that some individuals may choose not
to attend or get involved. On the other hand they may have
wanted to get involved but they did not or could not attend
the meetings. This may have been for a wide range of rea-
sons from schedule conflicts to the school's failure to in-
form the parents.
Yet, once parents attend the CORE meeting they appear
to return in greater numbers than prior to the meeting. They
may realize the importance of their input and participation
m the planning and placement process. Furthermore, the
school may realize the import of parental input and there-
fore encourage their attendance at subsequent meetings. At
any rate, it is critical that parents participate from the
beginning. The participatory aspect of the law emphasizes
the importance of parental input in the total CORE Evalua-
tion process.
About one-third of the parents reported that schools
were more responsive and communicative since the implementa-
tion of 766. The problem with the question on the nature of
communication was "The Same" category. As previously men-
tioned, the study did not assess the nature of communication
prior to 766 so no meaningful comparison can be made. But,
when asked about their general impression of treatment by
school people, the parents indicated that schools have asked
for their advice and listened to their concerns with greater
frequency since 766. Educators may be listening to parents'
concerns, and in turn, getting more support for their efforts
from parents. More significantly, schools may be seeing the
importance of parental involvement in their child's educa-
tion. The results suggest that the treatment more than one-
third of the parents received was good but there was still a
need for improvement
.
Hypothesis Two
The second hypothesis queried the sample on the clar
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ity of their understanding of the law. Most parents, three-
quarters of the sample, understood why their child was re-
ferred but did not attend the referral meeting. This could
also be an indication that the referral did not originate
with the parent. Almost two-thirds reported that they knew
and understood their rights despite the fact that they
failed to attend any of the meetings but the CORE. This
seems to suggest that they were informed but chose not to
participate. In some instances, their involvement may not
have been solicited and encouraged.
Another concern of this hypothesis involved the
parental sources of information about the CORE process. Par-
ents were most involved in the beginning of the process when
the child was referred. Then they decline to seek further
information on their own. This might indicate that schools
are fulfilling their responsibility to provide information.
The data supports this assumption in terms of the assess-
ments, the final Educational Plan, and the ways the child
was to be helped.
The role of the advocate as a source of information
also was investigated under the second hypothesis. As pre-
viously mentioned, the school consistently provided parents
with information, especially with regard to educational data.
Advocates served as another source of information about pa-
rental rights, especially the right of appeal. Furthermore,
the availability of advocacy services provides parents with
an alternative to total reliance on the school as the only
source of information.
hypothesis Three
Ihe third hypothesis confronts the key issue of pa-
rental satisfaction with special education services since the
implementation ol Chapter 766. The data clearly indicates a
greater level of satisfaction both generally and personally
since the law's passage. It appears as though the well de-
fined guidelines of Chapter 766 have resulted in more schools
following the letter of the law.
One of the most significant reports by parents was
their assessment of the quality of services since 766. Over
two-thirds felt the quality was better. Again, "The Same"
category provides data without any directional quality, bet-
ter or worse. This response indicates that services were
good prior to 766 and have improved or were so bad before
that any improvement is reported as much better or better.
The next question involves school personnel and the
intent of the law. Parents were asked about the helpfulness
of various school people. Parents indicated that the school
administrators in both regular and special education as well
as the special class teachers were most helpful. The results
may be this way for two reasons. The parent of an exception-
al child generally communicates with these people initially
and may continue to do so with some frequency. furthermore,
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the parent may identify and work more closely with some
educators. For example, the parent may feel closer to the
assessor who has spent more time with the parent and, in
turn, knows more about the child and his/her total environ-
ment
.
Secondly, the other school personnel may not have
been identified as being helpful because the parent or child
may not have required their services. In fact, the selec-
tion of the not applicable (N/A) category may have been an
indication of some parents' involvement with certain person-
nel. For example, every parent of a profoundly handicapped
child may have rated the physical, occupational or speech
therapist "very helpful." But simply because of the low in-
cidence of children with multiple handicaps in the sample,
the physical therapist is next to last in helpfulness. It is
also important to point out that significant numbers of par-
ents rated the school administrators and principal as "not
helpful .
"
Further exploration of the satisfaction question in-
volved gathering information on the levels of individualiza-
tion in the exceptional child's program. Almost one-third
reported that "most" of the program was individualized and
about one-quarter said "all" was. The others indicated that
half or less of their child's program was tailored to their
child's specific needs. The parental reports suggest that
about one—half of the education plans and services are being
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designed and provided with the individuai needs of the child
in mind.
Parents were asked whether the services prescribed
m the educational plan were being delivered. They were also
asked about the amount of time that was required to deliver
the prescribed services. Some 83% of the parents reported
that the services were being delivered. About one-third in-
dicated partially while another one-third reported totally.
Over 20% reported that the prescribed services were being de-
livered in one week or less. The remaining parents varied
from 2-3 weeks to 8 months or more. Almost one-third of the
total sample, 30%, reported not applicable or that they did
not know how long it took. Those that replied not applicable
obviously did not know since each child has an educational
plan and prescribed services.
Finally, hypothesis three predicts more services
since the law was passed. Chapter 766 provided more testing
and diagnostic services which resulted in more services for
certain kinds of youngsters. The highly specialized ser-
vices (e.g., physical and occupational therapy) did not in-
crease at the same rate as other less specialized services
(e.g., resource room and learning disability). Consequently,
it appears that schools provided more of the services than
already available. Notwithstanding, the quantity of all ser-
vices increased after the implementation of Chapter 766.
121
Additional Data
Parents provided other data on questions which were
not formally hypothesized. For example, over two-thirds of
the parents indicated that their children were not labeled
at all in response to one question. Then they contradicted
themselves in another question when one-third indicated that
their child was labeled the same amount. In fact, 16% re-
ported more labeling while 21% reported less. In this ques-
tion only 14% indicated that their child was not labeled.
This suggests that parents were not well informed about
their child's current label, if any, and their child's previ-
ous label. On the other hand, schools may be appropriately
describing the child in behavioral terms and the parents are
interpreting this as labeling.
Prior to the passage of 766, almost half of the par-
ents were not aware of the amount of time their child was
spending in the regular class. Since the implementation of
the law, almost half or 47% indicated that their child was in
the regular class 60% to 100% of the time. Yet, 21% of the
sample still is not aware of the amount oi time the child
spends in the regular class.
The advocacy issue was another important area in
which parents responded. A very significant majority of the
sample knew about the advocacy role. Yet, over half did not
receive assistance from an advocate. Of those that did re-
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ceive an udvocate's support, the Office for Children (OFC)
served as the primary provider. All of those that received
this assistance reported that ll. was, at least, slightly
helpful. Consequently, one might assume that the advocacy
services are fulfilling their role.
Finally, parents were queried about attitude changes
that they experienced or perceived in others. Parents re-
ported that they noticed the greatest improvement in their
chi Id's school work when they were asked to give their per-
ceptions of their child's developmental changes. School
work was followed by improvement i n the child's independence
and self-image. Chapter 76(5 was designed to guarantee educa-
tional services 1 1 > exceptional children; it appears as though
it has accomplished this goal with almost two-thirds of this
samp I e
.
Few educators would deny the importance of a well
adjusted learner. The improvement in self-image and inde-
pendence suggests that Imp 1 omen tut ion ol 766 has posit ively
influenced the affective well-being of at Least halt of the
children in this sample. This is a significant concern or
most educators because of the frequent ditt lenity they I i nd
in meeting the affective needs of the exceptional child.
Therefore, one might infer that the law has focused not only
on the cognitive needs but has also directed some attention
toward the affect of the handicapped children in this study.
Parental attitudes of this sample have changed as a
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result of the law. The educational impact of 766 has been
greatest as evidenced by parental reports of the changes in
their child's attitude toward school work. Parents are
changing their attitude toward their child's education.
Furthermore, they see their efforts as gaining more results
for their child's future. There has been a minimal change
regarding the local school system. The majority of parents
in this study did not see any change on the part of the pub-
lic. Consequently, the greatest attitude change has been
around their child's education. One might infer that the law
has provided parents with more opportunities to get involved
with their child's schooling and thereby feel better about
the educational process.
When asked about the changes of others, parents again
saw the greatest changes in schools. Yet, this should not
be overstated because a larger percentage of parents indi-
cated that the schools' attitude was the same. Furthermore,
the attitude of the child's peers, neighbors, relatives, and
the general public are apparently unchanged since before the
law's implementation. Therefore, it might be assumed that
the public information activities prescribed in the legisla-
tion have not strongly or positively influenced the general
commun i ty
.
In summary, the results of this study provide a sig-
nificant amount of information regarding the effectiveness
of Chapter 766 from a parental perspective. This information
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should be useful to parent groups, educational organizations
and governmental agencies. The results indicate that the
sample parents have been satisfied with the implementation
of 766. These parents are happier within themselves about
the psycho-social development of their children. Most feel
they are getting more and better services. And in most
cases, parents feel good about their right to assume a more
participatory role in their child's education.
Limitations in the Use of the
Research Findings
The findings of this study provide pertinent informa-
tion regarding the effectiveness of the procedures estab-
lished for parent involvement under Chapter 766. The major
limitations of this study involve the nature of the sample,
the selection of the sample, the interviewing process, and
the interpretation of one of the response categories in the
interview.
This study focused totally on the parental perspec-
tive of the law's effectiveness. Ideally, the study should
have used a total system approach. That is, it should have
included data from all levels of the system. The true im-
pact of this law could only be determined by questioning not
only parents but also students, teachers and administrators.
Unfortunately, limited funding prevented the study from hav-
ing a wider scope. However, it is felt that parents provide
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a significant amount of information on their perceptions of
the law's effectiveness.
The sample possesses certain qualities which are not
representative ol al 1 the parents who have been through the
CORE process in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The sam-
ple of 110 parents is selective and insufficient for making
broad generalizations. Instead, the sample should have ran-
domly selected from parents of different socioeconomic
classes, ethnic groups, and regions including urban and sub-
urban
.
Furthermore
,
the disabilities of the exceptional
children of these parents did not represent the full possi-
bility of handicapping conditions dealt with by educators
under 766 guidelines. The difficulties experienced or vic-
tories won by these parents may not reflect similar situa-
tions for other parents of children with special needs in
Massachusetts. Few of the sample parents had profoundly in-
volved children with multiple handicapping conditions.
Therefore, these findings would not necessarily apply to the
parent of a multiply handicapped child who lives or has
lived in an institutional setting.
The individuals administering the instrument were not
professionals. Again, because of limited funding, the into r
viewers were volunteers, usually parents, who weir given an
intensive two hour training session on interviewing tech-
niques. This training is specifically directed toward the
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interview used in the study. The interviewers also included
a lew advocates or teachers interested in the parents' per-
ceptions ol Chapter 766 effectiveness.
On one hand, these interviewers' biases may influence
the results oi the study. On the other hand, they may also
produce more valid data. All of the interviewers had some
involvement with Chapter 766, either as parents of children
with special needs or as advocates for those parents. Con-
sequently, this situation probably created greater rapport
and better communication between interviewee and i nterviewer
.
In addition, the parents in this sample are both
highly educated and active. The descriptive data indicated
that over half the sample finished a two or four year college
or better. Further, the individuals in the sample were
identified through their organizational ties. Those not ac-
tive in organizations were located by active members of the
advocacy groups. Again, it was felt that the involvement of
individuals of this caliber consequently produced better re-
sults.
Recommendations for Further Research
The possibilities for further research are extensive.
Chapter 766, passed in 1972, implemented in 1974, has yet to
develop fully. The law has gone through two regulation re-
visions and will probably be revised again. Not only do
legislators have varying interpretations, but educators and
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parents do as well. The issue of the law's novelty poses
interesting research possibilities.
Recommendations for further research can be stated
in two ways: specifically, as it related to this study or
broadly, with far-reaching implications and trends touched
on by this study. The specific approach is easily stated.
This study might be replicated with a larger sample.
The sample should be more representative of the parents of
children with special needs. This would involve more par-
ents of lower educational levels as well as differing ethnic
backgrounds. Parents from more varied communities would have
to participate. Furthermore, the parents of children with
more profound handicapping conditions should be sought be-
cause these are the individuals who frequently meet with re-
sistance when attempting to mainstream their children. Fi-
nally, more in-depth assessment of the conditions prior to
766 should be considered.
Dealing more broadly, researchers may want to study
the legislature's original intent as compared with the cur-
rent status of comprehensive special education services. Ac-
ceptance of the philosophical foundation of 766, clearly
stated in the law's preamble, might be scrutinized in depth.
Educators and parents have strong feelings about special edu-
cation services.
The law's primary recipients, the school aged stu-
dents, have yet to be queried about their perspective. T.ie
128
philosophical foundation of 766 is based on the acceptance
of the handicapped child into the mainstream. Obviously the
student with special needs must be studied. Yet, there are
extensive possibilities involving the "normal" student.
What are these students' opinions, feelings, experi-
ences regarding special education? Is it at the student
level that the "stigma" is felt?
How has 766 really changed behavior? Pose this ques-
tion at any level of the educational process. Ask any of the
many individuals involved with exceptional children. Who has
the law really impacted, influenced or changed?
There are many areas which can be studied using an
experimental research format. The relationship between regu-
lar and special educators/education must be investigated.
The definition's development and impact of certain roles as
well as the new responsibilities placed on the school have
interesting implications. Both the regular and special edu-
cator must assume new roles as a direct result of Chapter
766.
When discussing new influential roles, the advocates
cannot be overlooked. The development and refinement of ad-
vocacy services has a direct relationship to 766. The ad-
vocate's relationship to special education has yet to be in-
vestigated. This study gathered a minimal amount of informa-
tion on how advocates are seen by parents. More in-depth
study on the parent-advocate interaction is required. Fur-
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thermore
,
the relationship between the advocate and the
school is an untapped resource of information.
A systematic approach to identifying, developing and
documenting effective parent involvement must be investi-
gated. As Gallup reported in his annual survey of parents'
attitudes on education, parents want advice, support and di-
rection from professional educators. How is that advice be-
ing given? How should it be addressed and in what areas?
All are important questions yet to be answered.
Implications for Practice and
Policy Formulation
This study provides important information for prac-
tice and the formulation of public policy. The intent of
Chapter 766 and the mandated inclusion of parents in the
evaluation process indicates a greater emphasis on a shared
responsibility for the educational process. Schools have be-
gun to see the critical importance of parental input and in-
volvement in their child's education. This importance is
increased if the child in question has special needs.
Parents want to be involved but do not know how. The
findings of this study indicate the need for a systematic ap-
proach to sharing information about 766 with parents and for
involving them in the educational process. The responsibil-
ity for soliciting and encouraging parent involvement rests
with the school. Yet many educators are ill-equipped to work
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effectively with parents.
Even when educators are prepared to work with par-
ents, they do not have time. Schools are structured In a way
that discourages meaningful parent participation. Schools
must begin to look at the most basic roadblocks they put be-
fore outsiders. The scheduling issue prevents many parents
from i nvol vement
. Most schools are closed before the average
working parent has had his or her afternoon coffee break.
Schools need to investigate alternative schedules so that
working parents can participate.
As indicated, more elementary parents in this study
seem to be involved. Parents appear to feel more acceptance
at the elementary level with the one teacher. The secondary
level presents both the student and parent with a minimum of
five teachers. There needs to be a concerted effort by all
of a student's teachers to get the parent of the secondary
student involved.
Parents need to feel that what they have to say will
be accepted. Not only should parental input be sought to
help teachers meet a student's affective need, but also his
cognitive needs. Parents understand how a child learns, as
they were the child's first teachers.
Schools need to investigate how they can support par-
ents. Most parents are willing and anxious to learn. Edu-
cators need to be prepared to provide them with instructional
support . Schools may be the ideal place for new parents to
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learn about child development. As the process continues,
schools may provide instruction on the various approaches to
chi ld-reari ng.
1 he educator, trained to impart knowledge, has little
to offer a parent. Few teacher training institutions help
teachers, especially secondary teachers, understand how to
capitalize on parental input. Pre-service teachers need in-
struction on positive and productive techniques for working
with parents. In-service programs need to be developed that
encourage and reinforce teachers who work with and support
parents
.
Chapter 7(5(5 has expanded the definition of special
education. No longer is special education a self-contained
discipline with 1 ittle or no impact on the mainstream. All
the processes and policies of the law will require a re-
thinking and restructuring of the educational mainstream to
complement its successful implementation. Parents must be
included us a new and important component in the restructur-
ing process.
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Dear Parent
:
We are doing a survey to find out if Chapter 766 has really
worked/helped. Our survey is specifically set up to get
information from parents. Parents and parent groups across
the state will be involved in this project. We feel that
you can provide the most accurate information on whether or
not Chapter 766 has made educational services any better for
your child.
This survey is made up of several questions about your child
and the educational services provided to him/her under Chapter
766. There are also questions about how your child was helped
before 766. We feel that it is very important that you under-
stand that all information you give us is completely confiden-
tial. We will not share it with anyone. At no time will you
be asked to give your name or your child's name. In addi-
tion, you may decide not to answer any question you do not
want to.
After we collect all the information you give us, we will
change the information into statistics that will tell us, and
you, how well Chapter 766 has/has not worked. This informa-
tion will be shared with some special education personnel to
help decide how the law can be improved. Your feelings,
opinions, ideas, and recommendations will make up an important
part of our final report. Your local parent group will also
receive copies of the results. It is important that you
fully understand that your name or your child's name will
never be used in our survey results. In fact, we will not
ask for your name at any time.
Thank you for your support. Let's hope that the results of
this project will make Chapter 766 really respond to the
needs of all children in Massachusetts.
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PARENT’S INTERVIEW
1. How old Is your child? (Years):
2. What grade Is your child in7
(Months)
:
’
3. What Is the location of your child's school? (City):
(State):
4. What is your child's sex? Female: Male:
5. What town do you live in? (City): (State):
6. Do you belong to an organization concerned with children's disabilities?
Yes: No: If so, which one? Q
6a. In order to determine if there has been equal treatment of individuals
of all social classes in the implementation of this law, we need to
know how many years of schooling you have completed.
Grade School: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
College: 1 2 3 4 5 Q Q
Grad School: 1 2 3 4 5
7. What kind of disability did your child have before Chapter 766?
MILD MODERATE SEVERE NOT APPLICABLE
DISABILITY (i) (2) (3) (4)
7a. What is the label of your child’s disability since 766.
MILD MODERATE SEVERE NOT APPLICABLE
DISABILITY (1) (2) (3 ) (4)
_ _ a
—
— ”
Please check (J) here if your child is not labelled now.
8. In contrast to the period before 766, how would you
describe the de
gree of labelling youT child is receiving?
LABELLED
MORE
(1)
LABELLED
THE SAME
(2)
LABELLED
SOMEWHAT LESS
(3)
LABELLED
LESS
(4)
NOT LABELLED
AT ALL
(5)
Do you know what an advocate is? Yes: No:
Did you
child?
have an advocate help you in obtaining
Yes:
766 services for your
No:
2 .
9b. If you had an advocate,
Did not have one
Federation
where did you locate her/him/them?
Office for Children
Other
:
9c. If you did have an advocate, was she/he helpful? Has he /she been:
VERY SOMEWHAT SLIGHTLY NOT
HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
10. In contrast to the period before 766, how would you describe the
nature of your communication with school personnel?
WORSE FAIR THE SAME BETTER MUCH BETTER
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
11. Have you attended any of the following activities at your child's
school during the CORE process?
Referral meeting, including an explanation of your rights:
Yes: No: Do not know or not applicable:
Pre-CORE meeting, including an explanation/discussion of any assessment:
Yes: No: Do not know or not applicable:
CORE Evaluation meeting, development of the Final Plan:
Yes: No: Do not know or not applicable:
Follow-up meetings to check on your child's progress after the CORE:
Yes: No: Do not know or not applicable:
12. What type of CORE Evaluation did your child have?
Full Intermediate I do not know
13. What has been your general impression of the way school personnel
have treated you? Please place the number that best describes
your feeling in front of the statements below. Fill in both
sides with a number.
STRONGLY DISAGREE DISAGREE AGREE
(1) (2) (3)
STRONGLY AGREE
(4)
Before 766 Since 766
Made you feel like an important
part of your child's educational
process
.
Asked for your ideas/suggestions.
Offered you ideas about things
you could do at home.
Took your observations or ideas
into account.
Listened to your problems and
concerns
.
Made you feel like an im-
,
portant part of your child s
educational process.
Asked for your ideas/sugges
tions
.
Offered you ideas about
things you could do at home.
Took your observations or
ideas into account.
Listened to your problems
and concerns
.
(Continued on next page)
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14.
Before 766
Made you feel Inferior.
Left you out or ignored you.
Since 766
Made you feel inferior.
Left you out or ignored you.
Tell me how helpful the following personnel were to you in services for
your child.
HAVE THEY BEEN:
Administrators
Resource room
teacher
School psychol-
ogist
(5)
VERY
HELPFUL
Counselor
Social worker
Special educ.
administrator
Principal
Special class
teacher
Learning disa-
bility teacher
Speech thera-
pist
Regular class-
room aide
Resource room
aide
Physical thera-
pist
Regular class-
room Teacher
Other:
(4)
SOMEWHAT
HELPFUL
(3)
HELPFUL
Other:
( 2 )
SLIGHTLY
HELPFUL
( 1 )
NOT
HELPFUL
n
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16 . Which of the following services have you or your child(NOTE: 766 began September 1, 1974)
received?
Services Provided
iefore
766
Check
(/)
(2) (1)
Kes No
Who paid?
(1) yourself
(2) insurance
(3) school
(4) other
(5) don't know
\f ter
766
Check
(V)
(2) (1)
Yes No
Who is paying?
(1) yourself
(2) insurance
(3) school
(4) other
(5) don't know
EXAMPLE: Testing and Diagnos-
tic Procedures
Insert Appro-
Jriate Number
(1)
Insert Appro-
priate Number
(3)
a. Testing and Diagnostic Pro-
cedures
( ) ( )
b. Mainstreaming assistance:
consultation with regular
teachers and others
( ) ( )
c# Information and Referral
( ) ( )
d. Individual Counseling
( ) ( )
e. Group Counseling
( ) ( )
f. Family Counseling
( ) ( )
g. Case Work
( ) ( )
h. Psychiatric Consultation
( ) ( )
1. Physical Examination
( ) ( )
J. Physical Therapy
( ) ( )
k. Nursing Care
( ) ( )
1. Speech Therapy
( ) ( )
m. Learning Diabllity Services
( ) ( )
n. Tutoring
( ) ( )
o. Alternative Education
( ) ( )
p. Reading Specialist
( ) ( )
q. Special Class Education
( ) ( )
r. Resource Room
( ) ( )
s. Curriculum Counseling
( ) ( )
t. Training for Blind
( ) ( )
u. Training for Deaf
( ) ( )
v. Perceptual/Sensori-Motor
Training
( ) ( )
w. Adapted Physical Education
Transportation
: 1 -N r-'j — u
x. Occupational Therapy
1 ,>_J
617.
Can you tell me which services were easy to obtain and which were dif-
ficult?
SERVICES EASY DIFFICULT
17a. Why was it easy?
17b. Why was it difficult?
18.
Please tell me the services you feel you need that are not being pro-
vided by your child's school.
19.
How does the quality of services provided by 766 compare to those
before 766 was implemented? Has it been:
Much Better (4) Better (3) Worse (2) Much Worse (1) Q
Please Comment:
20.
Please tell me those services that have Improved or Worsened :
Services Worsened (which) :
Services Improved (which) :
21 . How much time does your child spend in the regular class?
Before 766
60% to 100X of the time
25% to 60% of the time
0% to 25% of the time
Not Applicable
Check (v/)
Since 766
__
__
22. What type of school did your child attend?
Before 766 S ince . 7 66
(1) Public School M Public School
22. (Continued)
7
.
Before 766
___
(2) Private Residential
(3) Public Residential
(4) Day Private School
(5) Tutored at Homo
_____
(6) No School
(7) Other:
Since 766
(2) Private Residential
_____
(3) Public Residential
(4) Day Private School
(5) Tutored at Home
(6) No School
_
(7) Other:
23. Since the beginning of Chapter 766, how have your attitude s toward
the following changed?
HAS IT BEEN:
MUCH
BETTER
(5)
BETTER
(4)
SAME
(3)
—
WORSE
(2)
MUCH
WORSE
(1)
Your child's future
Your child's education
Your local school system
School Personnel
The public's attitude
toward your child
Your own efforts in
getting services for
your child
24. Since the beginning of 7b6, has the behavior of the following
changed toward your child?
HAS IT BEEN:
MUCH
BETTER
(5)
BETTER
(4)
SAME
(3)
WORSE
(2)
MUCH
WORSE
(1)
Peers
Neighbors
Relatives
School Personnel
School Committee
General Public
8 .
25. Since the beginning of Chapter 766, has your child experienced any
change in the following areas of his/her development?
HAS IT: !
—(5)
SIGNIFI-
CANTLY
IMPROVED
-(4) p
MODER-
ATELY
I?1PROVED
- (3)-t-
SAME l*i
-(2) r
MODER-
ATELY
ORSENED
-(1)
1
SIGNIFI-
CANTLY
WORSENED
How the child sees
him/herself
School work in gen-
eral
Getting along with
peers
Getting along with
sisters and brothers
Behavior Problems
Getting along with
parents
Attitude toward
specialists
Attitude toward
regular class
teacher
Attitude toward re-
source room teacher
Independence
Other: (specify)
Other: (specify)
26. How satisfied were you with the services your child received before
Chapter 766: Please Check one :
VERY SOMEWHAT VERY
SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED r~
j
(5) (4) (3) (2) CD
L-‘
27.
How satisfied are you with the services your child has received since
the beginning of Chapter 766? Please check one:
VERY SOMEWHAT VERY
SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED
(5) (A) (3) (2) (1)
28. How satisfied are you personally with the results of the implementa-
tion of Chapter 766?
VERY SOMEWHAT VERY
SATISFIED SATISFIED SATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
29. Have the services that were recommended a3 part of your child's
Educational Plan been delivered as expected? Please check one:
YES YES YES NOT
TOTALLY PARTIALLY MINIMALLY NO APPLICABLE
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1)
30.
How long after you signed the Educational Plan did it take your
child's school to implement the recommendations of the Plan.
(1) Not Applicable
_
(2) One week or less
_
(3) Two to three weeks
(4)
Four to six weeks
(5) Seven weeks to three
months
(6) Four to five months
(7) Six to eight months
(8) More than eight months
31.
How much of your child's program would you estimate is individually
tailored to your child's specific needs?
(6) All aspects (3) Some aspects
_
(5) Most aspects (2) Very little
_
(4) About half (1) None
30. Please explain, in your own words, how did you go about obtaining
special education services for your child?
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INTERVIEW TRAINING MANUAL
During this training period you will be learning
how to interview someone to get the most accurate informa-
tion. The accuracy of the information you gather will have
a major effect on the results of this study.
Because of the importance of interviewing properly,
we will use a step-by-step approach to this training. We
will begin by going over each question in the questionnaire.
Step 1
Read over each question carefully. It is important
that you understand each question fully. We will also be
asking you to make some corrections. We will also ask you
to practice those questions that may be difficult.
Step 2 CORRECTIONS & PROBLEM QUESTIONS
1. Ignore the boxes in the right margin. They will
be used to tabulate the results of the interview you are
giving.
2. PROBLEM QUESTIONS
7a. In this question, change the wording. You will
be saying, "What is the label of your child?" instead of
"Please indicate."
9c. This question should have an additional response,
You can abbreviate this response as NA."Not Applicable."
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13. Omit the sentence, "Please place the num-
ker
' • • • Replace that with "Please describe your feelings
using the following categories." Also, before reading the
statements, say "Did the school personnel:"
14. Here the word administrators should be "school"
administrators
.
15. This is a tricky question. Remember that the
individual is asked to respond in two ways: (1) How clearly
the items were explained, and (2) Who taught them about the
items listed.
16. In this question, it is assumed that a negative
-NO- response cancels the need for asking who paid.
17. The respondent should be asked to answer this
question for the period since 766 was passed. In other
words, after 766 was made law.
Please make these corrections on your copy of the
questionnaire. This is important because you should have
this corrected copy with you when taking the interview. It
may make things easier if you make these corrections before
giving the questionnaire to the individual you intend to in-
terview.
Step 3 THE INTERVIEW
1. Always take along your corrected copy of the
questionnaire
.
2. Give the person being interviewed a copy of the
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questionnaire so that they can read along with you. This
will lessen any communication problems you may encounter.
3. Explain the purpose of the study clearly to the
interviewee. Stress particularly the fact that the inter-
view is anonymous and that nowhere in the interview does the
interviewee have to reveal his or her name. Stress the fact
that the results will be reported for groups and not for
individuals. The positive consequences of the study should
be emphasized, i.e., that it will supply information about
the parents' opinions that have not been obtained yet.
4. If the interviewee does not want to answer a
question, do not force him or her. This questionnaire is
strictly voluntary.
5. If the interviewee has more than one child with
special needs, interview the oldest child.
6. Copy down the answers as the interviewee gives
them to you. Go over the interview after you have finished
to check whether you have marked everything that needs to be
marked. Every question should have an answer—when "Not
Applicable" write NA.
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Make sure you understand all the terms used in the
questionnaire. Questions 14, 15, and 16 have many terms or
jobs that the person being interviewed may not understand.
Take time to explain them if they do not fully understand.
Feel free to write on the back page of any question
if the person being interviewed provides any additional in-
formation. Remember to number the extra information with
the number of the appropriate question.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON QUESTIONS
Question 14
"Regular Classroom Teacher" should be written in
the "Other: " category.
Question 16
IMPORTANT—There should be a line between Adapted
Physical Education and Transportation. These are two
separate items.
This question has many terms which may be unfamiliar
to some of the people being interviewed. Below you will
find definitions you can give if you get any questions. Sim
ply read the definitions to the person being interviewed.
Also, if a parent indicated "MEDICAID" paid, use "Other (4)
and mark M next to the service.
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a. Testing and Diagnostic Procedures : Any evalua-
tion or assessment procedures used.
b. Mainstreaming Assistance : Help that may have been
received to get the child into a regular school environment,
perhaps from a teacher, advocate, consultant, or attorney.
c. Information and Referral : Anybody who provided
information or recommended referring the child.
d. Individual Counseling : Counseling services pro-
vided on a one-to-one basis. This service may be provided by
a counselor, consultant, psychologist, psychiatrist, or thera-
pist. This might be provided by a public or private agency
outside of the school system.
e. Group Counseling : Counseling services provided in
a group situation; more than one other person makes it group
counseling. The services may be provided by the same per-
sonnel listed in individual counseling.
f. Family Counseling : Counseling given to parents,
sisters, brothers, or entire family unit. This counseling
may be provided by the same personnel used in individual
counseling or a family therapist.
g. Case Work : Part of the initial
assessment of a
child/family. This is work usually done by a social
worker.
Sometimes case work is done by a probation
officer, nurse,
psychologist, counselor, or mental health worker.
h. Psychiatric Consultation : Psychiatric
or thera-
peutic consultation services which are
usually provided by a
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psychiatrist, therapist, psychologist, or mental health
worker
.
-*- • Physi cal Examination
: Physical exam provided
/
under the direction of a medical doctor. A nurse practition
er or other authorized medical personnel may have done the
actual examination.
j* Physical Therapy : The services of a registered
physical therapist ( RPT ) .'
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JOYCE STROM
Director
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Community Representatives and Chairpersons whose Councils may want i
participate in a statewide evaluation of 766
CC: Regional Directors, Regional Coordinators
,
Regional Supervisors
FROM: Jim Major, 766 Coordinator
Tracy Noble, Franklin-Hampshire Council
DATE: 3 February 1977
RE: Implementation of an Optional Evaluative
to Use to Survey Parents of 766 Children
Questionnaire for Councils
What Is It?
A questionnaire, developed by Dr. Nutal and her Ph.D. students at UMass
and Boston College, to measure success of Chapter 766 as viewed by parents
whose children are receiving 766 services.
How Did OFC Get Involved ?
A board member of the Franklin-Hampshire Council working with Dr. Nutal
presented the idea. Tracy took it to her board, her Regional Coordinator,
and Jim Major. Dr. Nutal presented to the Regional Coordinator. They agreed
it was a good idea and felt many Councils night want to participate — but it
should be OPTIONAL.
Waht Could This Do For Councils ?
Councils would get a large return on investments:
(1) a determination of specific issues in local areas useful for
organizing and recruiting around;
(2) a report analyzing the data by area vs statewide — the data would be
invaluable for a long tine to ccme;
---> y.v(3) o
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What Would Councils Have To Do ?
Right now, only express Interest.
Later on, organize a group to conduct interviews with parents, using the
questionnaire — perhaps only one to two areas with ten interviews per area.
Who Would Train the Interviewers ?
Dr. Nutal and/or her students would train interviewers and prepare all
necessary materials. She has applied for a small HEW grant for costs.
How Would It Be Determined Which Parents Would Be Interviewed?
Special Ed Directors would be asked to recommend the ten parents by
prototype and categories in order to get a cross section. The endorsement
of the state Department of Education and Regional Education Centers would
be sought.
Who Will Receive the Report ?
Councils, LEA, REC, SEA, Advocacy Groups, Legislators, Organizations, etc.
Who Can I Call for More Info?
Jim Major -- 727-8918
Tracy Noble — (413) 584-7972
Anne Lachs — (413) 736-1822
or your own Regional Coordinator
Do Councils Need to Decide Immediately ?
No — but in order to go ahead, we need to have you express interest.
Later, you can re-consider.
(Please fill out, detach and return)
Dear Tracy and Jim:
This is great — sign up my Council
This may be great — sign up my Council for tv
Thanks, but no thanks
Send to: Jim Major, 766 Coordinator
Office for Children
boston, Massachusetts D2iio
JOYCE STROM
Director
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727-8900
16 March 1977
Ms. Ena Nuttall
106 Washington Street
Newton, Massachusetts 02158
Dear Ena
:
You will find enclosed my follow-up communications with the Councils
for Children concerning the questionnaire survey. I have also enclosed a
list of the Councils that have expressed an interest and the name of the
Community Representative who should serve as your contact person.
I believe that the survey should go well. I am trying to set up a time
to speak with Dr. Audette and will let you know as soon as 1 know.
Sincerely yours.
766 Coordinator
REGION IV (cont
.
)
Cape Ann Council for Children
709 Hale Street
Beverly Farms, MA 01915
Community Representative: Faye Maki 927-3809
Eastern Middlesex Council for Children
7 Lincoln Street
Wakefield, MA 01880
Community Representative: Carol Karps 245-5267
REGION V
South Middlesex Council for Children
109 Concord Street—Room 21
Framingham, MA 01701
Community Representative: Norma Fortin 875-5264
South Shore West Council for Children
1354 Hancock Street
Quincy, MA 02169
Community Representative: Audrey Schwartz 472-4224
South Norfolk Council for Children
808 High Street
Westwood, MA 02090
Community Representative: Patricia Higgins 329-6900
REGION VI
Bos-Line Council for Children
824 Huntington Avenue
Boston, MA 02115
Community Representative: Audrey Haas 738-4518
Capitol Council for Children
35 Saratoga Street
East Boston, MA 02128
Community Representative: Christina Frost 567-6583
Boston Southern District Council for Children
592 Hyde Park Avenue
Roslindale, MA 02131
Community Representative: Lisa Chapnick 323-09o5
REGION VII
Attleboro Council for Children
7 North Main Street
Attleboro, MA 02703
Community Representative: Patricia Redding 727-8948
Cape Cod and Islands Council for Children
91 Pearl Street
Hyannis, MA 02601
Community Representative: Tom Lebach 727-7723
>
Plymouth Council for Children
130 Court Street
Plymouth, MA 02360
Community Representative: Terry Waller 746-5101
New Bedford Council for Children
488 Pleasant Street
New Bedford, MA 02740
Community Representative: Gloria Clark 727-8974
JOYCE STROM
Director
r^y/c /£:&€/.Mr/^ /¥er.uac/ffjf/fj
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727-8900
MEMORANDUM
TO: Community Representatives and Chairpersons Whose Councils Have Not
Yet Indicated an Interest to Participate in a Statewide Evaluation
of Chapter 766
FROM: Jim Major, 766 Coordinator
DATE: 16 March 1977
REi Follow-Up on the Questionnaire Survey of Parents of Children in
Special Education
You will find attached a memo to those Councils who responded to a
February 3rd memo, concerning a survey of parents' attitudes towards Chapter
766. Eighteen Councils did respond and the project is getting underway.
There is a need for as many Councils as possible to get involved. The
project is very direct and task limited. It would be easy for Councils to do,
and the information should be very useful to Councils. I hope that you will be
able to get involved. If so, please let me know as soon as possible so that
we can set a date for a follow-up training meeting.
JOYCE STROM
Director
Uc/u//tt/i{/.ea /'/u.Ur/c/vJc//.l
0//ecc/r/< ^{jft/r//jr/i
/£0 &JryA/c/i S/sctf
e/
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727-8900
MEMORANDUM
TO: Community Representatives and Chairpersons Whose Councils Want to
Participate in a Statewide Evaluation of Chapter 766
FROM: Jim Major, 756 Coordinator
DATE: 16 March 1977
RE: Follow-Up on the Questionnaire Survey
Special Education
of Parents of Children in
What Was the Response ?
Pretty good. Eighteen Councils across the state have indicated a strong
interest in being involved in the survey. A list of the Councils by region
is attached.
What Will Happen Next ?
Dr. Ena Nuttall, Assistant Professor at UMass School of Education,
with the assistance of her Ph.D. students, will be in touch with each of the
Councils in the next few weeks to discuss the project with the Councils and
train the Council members who will be administering the questionnaire to the
parents of children in special education.
In the meantime, the participating Councils will be receiving a packet
from Dr. Nuttall containing:
(1) an introduction to and explanation of the project;
(2) a sample copy of the questionnaire;
(3) written instructions for administering the questionnaire;
(A) an explanation of how the survey results will be compiled;
«
(5) a sample letter which will be used as an introduction of the
project
to the parents who winH-e interviewed by the Councils.
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What Should the Councils Do Now?
worki
1
fu
ntif>
'. a 'ld ° r
^
ni::e Che &rouP of Council members who will be
L:.
1
.::
-Mr *»— - “• *««••• *-
s“rvoys ct i"vo - s“ :;
the
Questionnaires
,
cend to be less accur it p rhm *-u^
sample
bb a e chan those surveys with a large
(2) When the packet arrives,
Prepare any further questions conce
with Dr. Nuttall and her students.
meet with the group and review the packet,
rning the project for the training meeting
(3) Discuss the bes
area. Some very good que
Administrators suggest th
memo of February 3. The
suggest only those parent
school system. Since thi
can be used. Because of
education, however, other
These other ways of ident
t way to identify parents to interview in your Council
stions were raised about letting Special Education
e parents to be interviewed as mentioned in the
.oncern voiced was that some Administrators might
3 who were having positive experiences with their
a is a real concern, other means of identifying parents
the confidentiality of the names of children in special
means also have their limitations and problems,
ifying the parents would be:
(a) Advert j sing in local papers;
(b) Advertising chrough your Council newsletter;
(c) Getting the local schools to send notices of che project hone
with the children who are in special education;
(d) Giving the local schools unaddressed, stamped envelopes with
project notices inside. The local schools would then only have
to put mailing labels of the children in special education on
the envelopes and put them in the mail. (Sorry, we don’t have
the money for stamps).
(e) If you believe your Special Education Administrator is trust-
worthy and would not try to bias the survey, you could still
try to get them to identify the parents.
Anything Else ?
Yes. Councils should wait until they have met or talked with Dr. Nuttall
before they initiate contact with the parencs to be interviewed. This will
insure that che project is not accidentally misrepresented to the community.
Any Questions ?
Call Jim Major at 727-8913. If you are unsure of any information, feel
free to contact me.
t

